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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 9, 1960 


Hovss or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room 1310, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Harold D, Cooley (chairman) pre- 
siding. 

Rement: Representatives Cooley, Poage, Gathings, Albert, Abbitt, 
Thompson, Jones of Missouri, Johnson of Wisconsin, Jennings, 
Matthews, McGovern, Coad, Breeding, Stubblefield, Hagen, McSween, 
Hogan, Levering, Hoeven, Dague, Belcher, McIntire, Dixon, Smith 
of Kansas, Teague of California, Quie, Short, Mrs. May, Pirnie, and 
Latta. 

Also present: Representative Smith of Iowa, Hyde H. Murray, 
assistant clerk, and John Heimburger, counsel. 

The CHarmman. The committee will be in order. 

(The bills are as follows :) 


[H.R. 10666, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To help restore the balance between the production of and the market demand for 
wheat, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Congress hereby finds the present 
agricultural program to be inadequate to meet the present problems of wheat 
growers. Surpluses are continuing to mount despite the subsidized disposal of 
huge quantities of wheat abroad and the application over the past several years 
of the strictest production controls permitted by law; at the same ¢ime, markets 
for wheat are diminishing; domestic food use of wheat per capita has declined 
to the lowest level in recorded history; the market for wheat as livestock feed 
has been greatly reduced as the price differentials between wheat and other 
feed grains have widened. There is an urgent need to achieve a balance between 
the production of wheat and our ability to move wheat into domestic consumption 
and export. The alternatives are to reduce drastically the acreage of wheat, 
which would have serious consequences for traditional wheat areas, or to provide 
greater opportunity for market prices to guide the production and consumption 
of wheat. In order to solve the existing surplus without further impairing the 
right of traditional wheat areas to grow wheat, it is hereby declared to be the 
policy of Congress and the purpose of this Act to encourage the expansion of 
markets for wheat ,reduce unrealistic production incentives, minimize the eco- 
nomic hardship of wheat growers, and avoid shifting the burden of making the 
necessary adjustments to the producers of other commodities. 

Sec. 2. The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is hereby further 
amended by adding at the end of part III thereof the following new section: 

“Sec. 399. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, acreage allotments and 
marketing quotas shall not be established for the 1961 and subsequent crops of 
wheat.” 

Sec. 3. Title 1 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is hereby further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new section: 
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“Sec. 106. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the level of price 
support for the 1961 and subsequent crops of wheat shall be based on the 
support level for corn for the same crop year, with reasonable adjustments, as de- 
termined by the Secretary of Agriculture, for differences in weight, nutritive 
value, and buyer preference, with the objective of restoring the pricing of wheat 
to market conditions as rapidly as possible: Provided, That the level of price sup- 
port for wheat of the 1961 crop shall not be less than 120 per centum of the 
level of price support for corn of the 1961 crop.” 

Sec. 4. Section 407 of title IV of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, 
is hereby further amended by adding the following at the end thereof: 

“Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Secretary of Agriculture shall institute 
adequate measures to protect producers of wheat and feed grains from com- 
petitive sales of wheat owned or acquired by Commodity Credit Corporation, 
which measures shall include the following: (1) Effective July 1, 1961, and 
continuing in subsequent years or until Commodity Credit Corporation stocks 
have reached ‘normal’ as defined by law, the Corporation shall not make any 
net sales of wheat from stocks for domestic use at less than 150 per centum 
of the then current support price for wheat, plus reasonable carrying charges; 
(2) annual sales of wheat from Commodity Credit Corporation stocks under 
the provisions of Public Law 480, Eighty-third Congress, as amended, or similar 
export programs in the 1961 and subsequent marketing years shall not exceed 
the average level of such sales in the marketing years 1957, 1958, and 1959; 
(3) Commodity Credit Corporation stocks may be used for donations to friendly 
nations and to friendly people who are found by the President upon recom- 
mendation of the Secretary of Agriculture to be in urgent need of such wheat and 
unable to pay a substantial portion of its value.” 

Sec. 5. Section 108 of the Soil Bank Act is hereby amended by adding a new 
paragraph (d) as follows: 

“(d) In addition to the acreage that might be placed in the conservation 
reserve pursuant to the above provisions, the Secretary is hereby authorized 
to enter into additional contracts with producers under subtitle B of the Soil 
Bank Act so that in the three-year period 1961-1963 the amount of land in the 
conservation reserve would be sixty million acres by the end of the vear 1963, 
with the greatest emphasis on getting additional acreages contracted under the 
first year of this additional authorization.” 


[H.R. 10774, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To help restore the balance between the production of and the market demand for 
wheat, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Congress hereby finds the present 
agricultural program to be inadequate to meet the present problems of wheat- 
growers. Surpluses are continuing to mount despite the subsidized disposal of 
huge quantities of wheat abroad and the application over the past several years 
of the strictest production controls permitted by law; at the same time markets 
for wheat are diminishing ; domestic food use of wheat per capita has declined to 
the lowest level in recorded history; the market for wheat as livestock feed has 
been greatly reduced as the price differentials between wheat and other feed 
grains have widened. There is an urgent need to achieve a balance between the 
production of wheat and our ability to move wheat into domestic consumption 
and export. The alternatives are to reduce drastically the acreage of wheat, 
which would have serious consequences for traditional wheat areas, or to 
provide greater opportunity for market prices to guide the production and con- 
sumption of wheat. In order to solve the existing surplus problem without 
further impairing the right of traditional wheat areas to grow wheat, it is 
hereby declared to be the policy of Congress and the purpose of this Act to 
encourage the expansion of markets for wheat, reduce unrealistic production 
incentives, minimize the economic hardship of wheatgrowers, and avoid shift- 
ing the burden of making the necessary adjustments to the producers of other 
commodities. 

Sec. 2. The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is hereby further 
amended by adding at the end of part 111 thereof the following new section: 

“Sec. 399. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, acreage allotments 
and marketing quotas shall not be established for the 1961 and subsequent 
crops of wheat.” 
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Sec. 3. Title 1 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is hereby further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new section : 

“Seo. 106. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the level of price sup- 
port for the 1961 and subsequent crops of wheat shall be based on the support 
level for corn for the same crop year, with reasonable adjustments, as determined 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, for differences in weight, nutritive value, and 
puyer preference, with the objective of restoring the pricing of wheat to market 
conditions as rapidly as possible: Provided, That the level of price support for 
wheat of the 1961 crop shall not be less than 120 per centum of the level of 
price support for corn of the 1961 crop.” 

Sec. 4. Section 407 of title IV of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is 
hereby further amended by adding the following at the end thereof: 

“Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Secretary of Agriculture shall institute 
adequate measures to protect producers of wheat and feed grains from competi- 
tive sales of Wheat owned or acquired by Commodity Credit Corporation, which 
measures shall include the following: (1) Effective July 1, 1961, and continuing 
in subsequent years or until Commodity Credit Corporation stocks have reached 
‘normal’ as defined by law, the Corporation shall not make any net sales of 
wheat from stocks for domestic use at less than 150 per centum of the then 
current support price for wheat, plus reasonable carrying charges; (2) annual 
sales of wheat from Commodity Credit Corporation stocks under the provisions 
of Public Law 480, Eighty-third Congress, as amended, or similar export pro- 
grams in the 1961 and subsequent marketing years shall not exceed the average 
level of such sales in the marketing years 1957, 1958, and 1959; (3) Commodity 
Credit Corporation stocks may be used for donations to friendly nations and to 
friendly people who are found by the President upon recommendation of the 
Secretary of Agriculture to be in urgent need of such wheat and unable to pay 
a substantial portion of its value.” 

Sec. 5. Section 108 of the Soil Bank Act is hereby amended by adding a new 
paragraph (d) as follows: 

“(d) In addition to the acreage that might be placed in the conservation re- 
serve pursuant to the above provisions, the Secretary is hereby auth>rized to 
enter into additional contracts with producers under subtitle B of the Soil Bank 
Act so that in the three-year period 1961-1968 the amount of land in the con- 
servation reserve would be sixty million acres by the end of the year 1963, with 
the greatest emphasis on getting additional acreages contracted under the first 
year of this additional authorization. 

“(e) No grazing shall be permitted under any circumstances on lands placed 
in the conservation reserve, by reason of contracts made and entered into after 
the effective date of this Act, and from and after the date of the passage of this 
Act, the Secretary of Agriculture shall not approve the grazing of any lands 
which have heretofore been placed in the conservation reserve, where such ap- 
proval may be withheld without incurring legal liability for breach of contract.” 


> 


[H.R. 11011, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to establish a 
marketing program for wheat 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the 
“Wheat Marketing Act of 1960”. 

Sec. 2. Section 801(a)(1)(B) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: “As 
used in this subparagraph the term ‘prices’ as applied to wheat shall mean 
the average price received by farmers for primary-use wheat.” 

Sec. 3. Title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
is further amended (1) by designating subtitles D and E as subtitles E and 
F, respectively, and (2) by inserting after subtitle C a new subtitle D as 
follows: 

“SUBTITLE D—-MARKETING PROGRAM FOR WHEAT 


“LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS 


“Sec. 379a. Wheat, in addition to being a basic food, is one of the great 
export crops of American agriculture and its production for domestic con- 
sumption and for export is essential to the maintenance of a sound national 
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economy and to the general welfare. The movement of wheat from producer 
to consumer, in the form of the commodity or any of the products thereof, is 
preponderantly in interstate and foreign commerce. That small percentage 
of wheat which is produced and consumed within the confines of any State 
is normally commingled with, and always bears a close and intimate com- 
mercial and competitive relationship to, that quantity of such commodity 
which moves in interstate and foreign commerce. For this reason, any regu- 
lation of intrastate commerce in wheat is a regulation of commerce which 
is in competition with, or which otherwise affects, obstructs, or burdens 
interstate commerce in the commodity. In order to provide an adequate 
and balanced flow of wheat in interstate and foreign commerce and thereby 
assist farmers in obtaining parity of income by marketing wheat for domestic 
consumption and export at parity prices, and to assure consumers an adequate 
and steady supply of wheat at fair prices, it is necessary to regulate all com- 
merce in wheat in the manner provided by this subtitle. 


“NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379b. Not later than May 15 of each calendar year, the Secretary shall 
determine and proclaim the national wheat requirement for primary use 
which shall be in effect with respect to the marketing of wheat during the 
marketing year beginning on July 1 of the next succeeding calendar year. 
The national wheat requirement for primary use for any marketing year 
shall be a number of bushels equal to the sum of the number of bushels which 
he estimates (1) will be consumed as human food in the United States, or 
outside United States by members of the Armed Forces, during such market- 
ing years, (2) will be processed into food products composed wholly or partly 
of wheat and exported during each marketing year, and (3) or will be 
exported during such marketing year in unprocessed form, less one hundred 
and fifty million bushels, except that, if exports of wheat in unprocessed form 
are estimated to exceed four hundred and fifty million bushels during such 
marketing year, and the Secretary determines that the stocks of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation are excessive this reduction shall be increased by 
one-half of the excess above four hundred and fifty million bushels. For 
purposes of this subtitle, the term ‘food’ does not include liquor or beverages, 
and the term ‘export’ includes any wheat used by the Secretary to make 
export subsidy payments, but does not include shipments of food products 
for consumption by the Armed Forces outside the United States. 


“APPORTIONMENT OF NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379c. (a) (1) The national wheat requirement for primary use, less 
a reserve of not to exceed 1 per centum thereof for apportionment as pro- 
vided in this subsection, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the 
several States in such manner that the share of the requirement of any State 
will bear the same ratio to the national requirement as a figure determined 
by multiplying the base acreage of such State by its average yield bears to the 
corresponding figure for all of the States. 

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection— 

“(A) the base acreage of a State shall be the average acreage seeded 
for the production of primary-use wheat during the ten calendar years 
immediately preceding the calendar year in which the national wheat 
requirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather con- 
ditions and for trends in acreage during such period, except that where 
such ten-year period includes one or more years during which part III 
of subtitle B of this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the pro- 
duction of primary-use wheat in each such year for purposes of this 
subsection shall be deemed to be the acreage determined for purposes of 
section 334(c) while it was in effect to have been the acreage seeded 
for the production of wheat plus the acreage diverted for such year, 
and except that where such ten-year period covers one or more years in 
addition to those in which part III of subtitle B of this title was in 
effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage seeded of primary-use 
wheat for such years shall be deemed to be the wheat base acres for such 
years, and 

“(B) the average yield of the State shall be the average, weighted 
a the county base acreage, of the normal yields of the counties in the 

tate. 
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“(3) The reserve set aside herein for apportionment by the Secretary shall 
be used to make increases in the share of the requirement apportioned to coun- 
ties under subsection (b) of this section, on the basis of the relative needs of 
counties for an additional share of the requirement because of reclamation 
and other new areas coming into the production of wheat during the ten 
calendar years ending with the calendar year preceding the year in which the 
national wheat requirement for primary use is proclaimed. 

“(b) (1) The State share of the national requirement for wheat, less a reserve 
of not to exceed 2 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in sub- 
section (c) of this section, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the 
counties in the State in such manner that the share of the requirement of any 
county will bear the same ratio to the State share as a figure determined by 
multiplying the base acreage of such county by its normal yield bears to the 
corresponding figure for all of the counties in such State. 

“(2) (A) For the purpose of this subsection, the base acreage of a county 
shall be the average acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat 
during the ten calendar years immediately preceding the calendar year in which 
the national requirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather 
conditions and for trends in acreage during such period, except that where 
such ten-year period includes one or more years during which part III of 
subtitle B of this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of 
primary-use wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be 
deemed to be the acreage determined for the purposes of section 334(b) while it 
was in effect to have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus 
the acreage diverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year period 
covers one or more years in addition to those in which part III of subtitle B 
of this title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage seeded 
of primary-use wheat for such years shall be deemed to be the wheat base 
acres for such years, and 

“(B) for purposes of this subsection the county normal yield shall be the 
normal yield established for the first year of the operation of this Act. 

“(c) (1) The county share of the national requirement shall be apportioned 
by the Secretary, through the county committees, among the farms within the 
county on which wheat has been planted during any one of the three marketing 
years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the apportionment 
is made, in such manner that the share for any farm shall bear the same 
ratio to the county share as a figure determined by multiplying the base acreage 
of such farm by its normal yield bears to a corresponding figure for all of the 
farms in such county entitled to receive a share of the national requirement for 
wheat. 

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection, subject to the provisions of para- 
graph (4), the base acreage of a farm shall be determined by apportioning, 
through the county committees, the county base acreage among the farms in the 
county on the basis of past acreage of wheat, tillable acres, crop rotation prac- 
tices, type of soil, and topography. The past acreage of wheat on a farm for 
purposes of this subsection for any year during which part III of subtitle B 
of this title was in effect shall be the same as the past acreage of wheat on the 
farm as determined for the purposes of section 334 (c) while it was in effect. 

“(3) Not more than 2 per centum of the State share shall be used for appor- 
tionment to farms on which wheat has not been planted during any of the 
three marketing years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the 
apportionment is made. The Secretary may by regulations provide for the 
distribution of the farm share among individual producers on the farm on the 
basis of their respective shares in the wheat crop, or the proceeds thereof. 

“(4) If a producer is dissatisfied with the base acreage of his farm as de- 
termined under paragraph (2), he may, if the wheat base acreage of the farm 
is less than fifteen acres, apply to the Secretary who shall establish an adjusted 
base acreage for the farm of not to exceed the smaller of fifteen acres or the 
average acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately 
preceding years not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat 
times the ratio of the total base acreage of the county for 1960 to the total 
acreage allotment for such county for such year. In the ease of a farmer which 
is located in a State which was, on the date of enactment of the Wheat Market- 
ing Act of 1960, outside of the commercial wheat producing area, the past 
acreage of wheat for the farm in any year shall be considered to be the average 
acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately preceding 
years not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat, State and 
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county shares of the national wheat requirement for primary use shall be in- 
creased by the amount necessary to reflect any increases which may result from 
the application of this paragraph. The Commodity Credit Corporation shall 
purchase an amount not to exceed such increased shares plus the amount of 
primary-use wheat specified in paragraphs (2) and (4) of subsection 379 (b) 
if at any time during the marketing year prices received by farmers for primary- 
use wheat drops below 90 per centum of the parity price for the month sueh 
purchase was made. 
“PRIMARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Sec. 379d. (a) No person shall process wheat into food products composed 
wholly or partly of wheat, and no person shall export wheat which has not 
been so processed, unless such wheat is certified to be primary-use wheat or 
to represent primary-use wheat. 

“(b) For the purposes of subsection (a), wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to be primary-use wheat if— 

(1) the producer thereof designates it as primary-use wheat and certifies 
that the amount thereof, when added to other wheat marketed by such 
producer as primary-use wheat during such marketing year, does not exceed 
the farm share of the national wheat requirement for primary use (or 
portion thereof distributed to such producer) and that the farm on which 
produced is in compliance with section 379f, 

“(2) the producer thereof certifies that it was harvested prior to the 
calendar year in which the first marketing year for which this subtitle is 
in effect begins, and could have been sold prior to the beginning of such 
marketing year without the payment of a marketing penalty under the 
Act of May 26, 1941 (7 U.S.C. 1840), and that no wheat has been substituted 
therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

“(3) such wheat was purchased from the Commodity Credit Corporation 
after the effective date of this Act at the price specified in section 407 of the 
Agriculutral Act of 1949, as amended, and the purchaser certifies that no 
wheat has been substituted therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

“(4) such wheat was in the channels of trade on the effective date of 
this Act. 

“(e) For the purposes of this section (1) wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to represent primary-use wheat if the person from whom the wheat 
was obtained certified that such wheat was, or has been substituted for an equal 
quantity of wheat which was, certified to be primary-use wheat or to represent 
primary-use wheat when he obtained it, and (2) wheat marketed prior to the 
beginning of a marketing year shall be considered to have been marketed subse- 
quent to the beginning of such marketing year if it is harvested during the cal- 
endar year in which such marketing year begins. 

“(d) Certifications required under this section may be made through the use 
of certificates. marketing cards, endorsements on bills of lading or warehouse 
receipts, or in any other manner, as may be prescribed in regulations of the 
Secretary. 

“(e) No farm share (or portion thereof) of the national wheat requirement 
for primary use, and no right to consider wheat as primary-use wheat or as 
representing primary-use wheat, may be transferred except in connection with 
the transfer of wheat, as provided in this section. 


“FORFEITURES FOR VIOLATIONS 


“Sec. 379e. Any person who 
(1) violates section 379d(a), or 
“(2) in connection with the sale or other transfer of wheat, falsely 
certifies or otherwise represents wheat to be primary-use wheat, or to be 
wheat which representse primary-use wheat, when such wheat does not 
meet the requirements of section 379d, 
shall forfeit to the United States a sum equal to three times the number of 
bushels of wheat involved in the violations, multiplied by the parity price of 
wheat for the month in which the misrepresentation occurs. Such forfeiture 
shall be recoverable in a civil action brought in the name of the United States. 


“LAND RETIREMENT 


“Sec. 379f. No wheat producer shall be eligible to participate in a program 
under this subtitle for any year unless he has placed in a land retirement soil 
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conserving use a portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per centum 
of the base acreage of the farm established under section 379c. Such land 
retirement soil conserving use shall meet such requirements as the Secretary 
may prescribe. No payments shall be made to producers for complying with the 
first sentence. In any year in which the conservation reserve program under 
the Soil Bank Act or similar land retirement program is in effect, a wheat 
producer, in order to be eligible to participate in programs under this subtitle, 
must place an additional portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 
per centum of the base acreage of the farm as so established in such program, 
to the extent the funds available for such program permit. 


“ADJUSTMENT IN NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 579g. If the Secretary has reason to believe that because of a national 
emergency or because of a material increase in demand for wheat, the amount 
of pritmary-use wheat should be increased, he shall cause an immediate investi- 
gation to be made to determine whether the increase is necessary in order to 
meet such emergency or increase in the demand for wheat. If, on the basis of 
such investigation, the Secretary finds that such increase is necessary, he shall 
immediately proclaim such finding (and if he finds an increase is necessary, the 
amount of the increase found by him to be necessary) and thereupon such re- 
quirements for the next succeeding marketing year shall be so increased. In 
case any national wheat requirement for primary use is increased under this 
section, each farm share for wheat shall be increased in the same ratio. 


“REPORTS AND RECORDS 


“Sec. 379h. (a) The provisions of section 373(a) of this Act shall apply to 
all persons, except wheat producers, who are subject to the provisions of this 
subtitle, except that any such person failing to make any report or keep any 
record as required by this section or making any false report or record shall 
he deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be subject 
to a fine of not more than $2,000 for each such violation. 

“(b) The provisions of section 373(b) of this Act shall apply to all wheat 
farmers who are subject to the provisions of this subtitle. 


“PURCHASES BY COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


“Sec. 379i. If the Secretary determines that the sum of the number of bushels 
of wheat which, during a marketing year, will or are likely to (1) be consumed 
as human food in the United States, or outside the United States by members 
of the Armed Forces, (2) be processed into food products composed wholly or 
partly of wheat and exported, or (8) be exported in unprocessed form, exceeds 
by more than fifty million bushels the estimate of such sum used in determining 
the national wheat requirement for primary use for such marketing year, then 
the Secretary shall add to his estimate for the next year an amount equal to 
such excess. In the event such sum falls short of the estimate of such sum used 
in determining the national wheat requirement for primary use for such mar- 
keting year then the Commodity Credit Corporation shall purchase at parity 
in the month in which such purchase is made during such marketing year 
sufficient number of bushels of wheat to eliminate such shortage. 


“SECONDARY USE OF WHEAT 

“Sec. 379). Except as provided in section 379d(a), nothing in this subtitle 
shall be considered to prohibit or restrict the transfer or use of wheat for second- 
ary use. For purposes of this subsection, wheat shall be for secondary use if 
it is not (1) consumed for human food in the United States, or outside the United 
States by members of the Armed Forces, (2) processed into food products com- 
posed wholly or partly of food products and exported, or (8) .exported in un- 
processed form. 

“EXPORT SUBSIDIES 


“Sro, 379k. Subsidies required to export wheat shall be paid in kind, up to a 
maximum of fifty million bushels in any year, from stocks of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, and any additional subsidy required to attain the estimated 
exports for that year shall be paid in cash.” 

Sec. 4. Section 361 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended 
by striking out “wheat,” and by inserting before the period at the end thereof 
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the following: “, and to the publication and review of farm shares of the national 
wheat requirement for primary use established under subtitle D”’. 

Sec. 5. Part III of subtitle B of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1988 and Public Law 74 of the Seventy-seventh Congress (7 U.S.C. 1340) shall 
not apply with respect to marketing years beginning on and after July 1, 1961. 

Sec. 6. Title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 


“PRICE SUPPORT (WHEAT) 


“Sec. 106. Notwithstanding any provision of section 101 of this Act, beginning 
with the 1961 crop of wheat, price support shall be made available through loans 
to producers of wheat at a level not less than 75 per centum of the parity price 
for wheat as determined by the Secretary as of May 1 prior to the beginning 
of the marketing year, on the amounts of the farm share of the national wheat 
requirement for primary use of such producers for such year.” 

Sec. 7. Section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by inserting 
immediately after the fourth sentence thereof the following: “The Corporation 
shall not sell or transfer any wheat for a primary use described in clauses (1), 
(2), or (8) of section 379b of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1988 use at 
less than the parity price of wheat for the month in which such sale or transfer 
is made, except that the Corporation may make sales for secondary use at below 
such price for any of the purposes specified in clauses (A), (D), and (E) above 
or in the next to the last sentence of this section. In no event shall the Cor- 
poration sell or transfer more than one hundred and fifty million bushels of 
wheat for primary use in any marketing year when the price received by farmers 
for primary-use wheat is expected to be less than the parity price thereof.” 

Sec. 8. The provisions of subtitle D of title ITI of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, which were added by section 2 of this Act, shall be in effect only 
with respect to the marketing year beginning July 1, 1961, and each of the suc- 
ceeding marketing years. 


(H.R. 11012, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to establish a 
marketing program for wheat 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Wheat 
Marketing Act of 1960”. 

Sec. 2. Section 301(a)(1)(B) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: “As used 
in this subparagraph the term ‘prices’ as applied to wheat shall mean the average 
price received by farmers for primary-use wheat.” 

Sec. 3. Title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
further amended (1) by designating subtitles D and FE as subtitles FE and F, 
respectively, and (2) by inserting after subtitle C a new subtitle D as follows: 


“SUBTITLE D—MARKETING PROGRAM FOR WHEAT 
“LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS 


“Seco. 379a. Wheat, in addition to being a basic food, is one of the great ex- 
port crops of American agriculture and its production for domestic consumption 
and for export is essential to the maintenance of a sound national economy and to 
the general welfare. The movement of wheat from producer to consumer, in 
the form of the commodity or any of the products thereof, is preponderantly in 
interstate and foreign commerce. That small percentage of wheat which is 
produced and consumed within the confines of any State is normally commingled 
with, and always bears a close and intimate commercial and competitive rela- 
tionship to, that quantity of such commodity which moves in interstate and for- 
eign commerce. For this reason, any regulation of intrastate commerce in wheat 
is a regulation of commerce which is in competition with, or which otherwise 
affects, obstructs, or burdens interstate commerce in the commodity. In order 
to provide an adequate and balanced flow of wheat in interstate and foreign 
commerce and thereby assist farmers in obtaining parity of income by marketing 
wheat for domestic consumption and export at parity prices, and to assure con- 
sumers an adequate and steady supply of wheat at fair prices, it is necessary to 
regulate all commerce in wheat in the manner provided by this subtitle. 
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“NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Spo. 379b. Not later than May 15 of each calendar year, the Secretary shall 
determine and proclaim the national wheat requirement for primary use which 
shall be in effect with respect to the marketing of wheat during the marketing 
year beginning on July 1 of the next succeeding calendar year. The national 
wheat requirement for primary use for any marketing year shall be a number of 
bushels equal to the sum of the number of bushels which he estimates (1) will 
be consumed as human food in the United States, or outside the United States 
by members of the Armed Forces, during such marketing year, (2) will be proc- 
essed into food products composed wholly or partly of wheat and exported during 
each marketing year, and (3) or will be exported during such marketing year, 
in unprocessed form, less one hundred and fifty million bushels, except that, 
if exports of wheat in unprocessed form are estimated to exceed four hundred 
and fifty million bushels during such marketing year and the Secretary 
determines that the stocks of the Commodity Credit Corporation are exces- 
sive this reduction shall be increased by one-half of the excess above four 
hundred and fifty million bushels. For purposes of this subtitle, the term 
‘food’ does not include liquor or beverages, and the term ‘export’ includes 
any wheat used by the Secretary to make export subsidy payments, but does not 
include shipments of food products for consumption by the Armed Forces outside 
the United States. 


“APPORTIONMENT OF NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379c. (a) (1) The national wheat requirement for primary use, less a 
reserve of not to exceed 1 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in 
this subsection, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the several States 
in such manner that the share of the requirement of any State will bear the 
same ratio to the national requirement as a figure determined by multiplying 
the base acreage of such State by its average yield bears to the corresponding 
figure for all of the States. 

“2. For the purpose of this subsection— 

“(A) the base acreage of a State shall be the average acreage seeded for 
the production of primary-use wheat during the ten calendar years imme- 
diately preceding the calendar year in which the national wheat requirement 
is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather conditions and for 
trends in acreage during such period, except that where such ten-year 
period includes one or more years during which part III of subtitle B of this 
title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat 
in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be deemed to be the 
acreage determined for purposes of section 334(¢c) while it was in effect to 
have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus the acreage 
diverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year period covers 
one or more years in addition to those in which part III of subtitle B of this 
title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage seeded of 
primary-use wheat for such years shall be deemed to be the wheat base 
acres for such years, and 

“(B) the average yield of the State shall be the average. weighted by the 

county base acreage, of the normal yields of the counties in the State. 
(3) The reserve set aside herein for apportionment by the Secretary shall 
be used to make increases in the share of the requirement apportioned to counties 
under subsection (b) of this section, on the basis of the relative needs of counties 
for an additional share of the requirement because of reclamation and other 
new areas coming into the production of wheat during the ten calendar years 
ending with the calendar year preceding the year in which the national wheat: 
requirement for primary use is proclaimed. 

“(b) (1) The State share of the national requirement for wheat, less a reserve 
of not to exceed 2 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in subsec- 
tion (c) of this section, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the counties 
in the State in such manner that the share of the requirement of any county will 
bear the same ratio to the State share as a figure determined by mult plying 
the base acreage of such county by its normal yield bears to the corresponding 
figure for all of the counties in such State. 

“(2) (A) For the purpose of this subsection, the base acreage of a county 
shall be the average acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat 
during the ten calendar years immediately preceding the calendar year in which 
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the national requirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather 
conditions and for trends in acreage during such period, except that where such 
ten-year period includes one or more years during which part III of subtitle 
B of this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary-use 
wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be deemed to be 
the acreage determined for the purposes of section 334(b) while it was in effect 
to have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus the acreage 
diverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year period covers one 
or more years in addition to those in which part ITI of subtitle B of this title was 
in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage seeded of primary-use wheat 
for such years shall be deemed to be the wheat base acres for such years, and 

“(B) for purposes of this subsection the county normal yield shall be the 
normal yield established for the first year of the operation of this Act. 

“(e) (1) The county share of the national requirement shall be apportioned 
by the Secretary, through the county committees, among the farms within the 
eounty on which wheat has been planted during any one of the three marketing 
years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the apportionment is 
made, in such manner that the share for any farm shall bear the same ratio to 
the county share as a figure determined by multiplying the base acreage of such 
farm by its normal yield bears to a corresponding figure for all of the farms in 
such county entitled to receive a share of the national requirement for wheat. 

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection, subject to the provisions of paragraph 
(4), the base acreage of a farm shall be determined by apportioning, through the 
county committees, the county base acreage among the farms in the county on 
the basis of past acreage of wheat, tillable acres, crop rotation practices, type 
of soil, and topography. The past acreage of wheat on a farm for purposes of 
this subsection for any year during which part III of subtitle B of this title was 
in effect shall be the same as the past acreage of wheat on the farm as deter- 
mined for the purposes of section 334(c) while it was in effect. 

“(3) Not more than 2 per centum of the State share shall be used for appor- 
tionment to farms on which wheat has not been planted during any of the three 
marketing years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the appor- 
tionment is made. The Secretary may by regulations provide for the distribu- 
tion of the farm share among individual producers on the farm on the basis of 
their respective shares in the wheat crop, or the proceeds thereof. 

“(4) If a producer is dissatisfied with the base acreage of his farm as deter- 
mined under paragraph (2), he may, if the wheat base acreage of the farm is 
less than fifteen acres, apply to the Secretary who shall establish an adjusted 
base acreage for the farm of not to exceed the smaller of fifteen acres or the 
average acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately 
preceding years not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat times 
the ratio of the total base acreage of the county for 1960 to the total acreage 
allotment for such county for such year. In the case of a farm which is located 
in a State which was, on the date of enactment of the Wheat Marketing Act of 
1960, outside of the commercial wheat producing area, the past acreage of wheat 
for the farm in any year shall be considered to be the average acreage seeded to 
wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately preceding years not to exceed 
ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat, State and county shares of the 
national wheat requirement for primary use shall be increased by the amount 
necessary to reflect any increases which may result from the application of 
this paragraph. The Commodity Credit Corporation shall purchase an amount 
not to exceed such increased shares plus the amount of primary-use wheat 
specified in paragraphs (2) and (4) of subsection 379(b) if at any time during 
the marketing year prices received by farmers for primary-use wheat drops 
below 90 per centum of the parity price for the month such puchase was made. 


“PRIMARY USE OF WHEAT 
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Sec. 379d. (a) No person shall process wheat into food products composed 
wholly or partly of wheat, and no person shall export wheat which has not been 
so processed, unless such wheat is certified to be primary-use wheat or to repre- 
sent primary-use wheat. 

“(b) For the purposes of subsection (a), wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to be primary-use wheat if 

(1) the producer thereof designates it as primary-use wheat and certifies 
that the amount thereof, when added to other wheat marketed by such pro- 
ducer as primary-use wheat during such marketing year, does not exceed 
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the farm share of the national wheat requirement for primary use (or por- 
tion thereof distributed to such producer) and that the farm on which pro- 
duced is in compliance with section 379f, 

“(2) the producer thereof certifies that it was harvested prior to the cal- 
endar year in which the first marketing year for which this subtitle is in 
effect begins, and could have been sold prior to the beginning of such mar- 
keting year without the payment of a marketing penalty under the Act of 
May 26, 1941 (7 U.S.C. 1340), and that no wheat has been substituted there- 
for as primary-use wheat, and 

“(3) such wheat was purchased from the Commodity Credit Corporation 
after the effective date of this Act at the price specified in section 407 of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, and the purchaser certifies that no 
wheat has been substituted therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

“(4) such wheat was in the channels of trade on the effective date of this 
Act. 

“(c¢) For the purposes of this section (1) wheat shall be considered to be cer- 
tified to represent primary-use wheat if the person from whom the wheat was 
obtained certified that such wheat was, or has been substituted for an equal 
quantity of wheat which was, certified to be primary-use wheat or to represent 
primary-use wheat when he obtained it, and (2) wheat marketed prior to the 
beginning of a marketing year shall be considered to have been marketed sub- 
sequent to the beginning of such marketing year if it is harvested during the 
calendar year in which such marketing year begins. 

“(d) Certifications required under this section may be made through the use 
of certificates, marketing cards, endorsements on bills of lading or warehouse 
receipts, or in any other manner, as may be prescribed in regulations of the 
Secretary. 

“(e) No farm share (or portion thereof) of the national wheat requirement 
for primary use, and no right to consider wheat as primary-use wheat or as 
representing primary-use wheat, may be transferred except in connection with 
the transfer of wheat, as provided in this section. 


““FORFEITURES FOR VIOLATIONS 


“Sec. 879e. Any person who 
(1) violates section 379d(a), or 
“(2) in connection with the sale or other transfer of wheat, falsely certi- 
fies or otherwise represents wheat to be primary-use wheat, or to be wheat 
which represents primary-use wheat, when such wheat does not meet the 
requirements of section 379d, 
shall forfeit to the United States a sum equal to three times the number of 
bushels of wheat involved in the violations, multiplied by the parity price 
of wheat for the month in which the misrepresentation occurs. Such forfeiture 
shall be recoverable in a civil action brought in the name of thé United States. 


“LAND RETIREMENT 


one 


“Sec, 379f. No wheat producer shall be eligible to participate in a program 
under this subtitle for any year unless he has placed in a land retirement soil 
conserving use a portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per centum 
of the base acreage of the farm established under section 379c. Such land retire- 
ment soil conserving use shall meet such requirements as the Secretary may 
prescribe. No payments shall be made to producers for complying with the first 
sentence. In any year in which the conservation reserve program under the Soil 
Bank Act or similar land retirement program is in effect, a wheat producer, in 
order to be eligible to participate in programs under this subtitle, must place an 
additional portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per centum of the 
base acreage of the farm as so established in such program, to the extent the 
funds available for such program permit. 


“ADJUSTMENT IN NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec, 379g. If the Secretary has reason to believe that because of a national 
emergency or because of a material increase in demand for wheat, the amount 
of primary-use wheat should be increased, he shall cause an immediate investi- 
gation to be made to determine whether the increase is necessary in order to 
meet such emergency or increase in the demand for wheat. If, on the basis of 
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such investigation, the Secretary finds that such increase is necessary, he shall 
immediately proclaim such finding (and if he finds an increase is necessary, the 
amount of the increase found by him to be necessary) and thereupon such 
requirements for the next succeeding marketing year shall be so increased, 
In case any national wheat requirement for primary use is increased under this 
section, each farm share for wheat shall be increased in the same ratio. 


“REPORTS AND RECORDS 


“Sec. 379h. (a) The provisions of section 373(a) of this Act shall apply to 
all persons, except wheat producers, who are subject to the provisions of this 
subtitle, except that any such person failing to make any report or keep any 
record as required by this section or making any false report or record shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be subject 
to a fine of not more than $2,000 for each such violation. 

“(b) The provisions of section 373(b) of this Act shall apply to all wheat 
farmers who are subject to the provisions of this subtitle.” 


“PURCHASES BY COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


“Sec. 379i. If the Secretary determines that the sum of the number of bushels 
of wheat which, during a marketing year, will or are likely to (1) be consumed 
as human food in the United States, or outside the United States by members 
of the Armed Forces, (2) be processed into food products composed wholly or 
partly of wheat and exported, or (3) be exported in unprocessed form, exceeds 
by more than fifty million bushels the estimate of such sum used in determining 
the national wheat requirement for primary use for such marketing year, then 
the Secretary shall add to his estimate for the next year an amount equal to 
such excess. In the event such sum falls short of the estimate of snch sum 
used in determining the national wheat requirement for primary use for such 
marketing year then the Commodity Credit Corporation shall purchase at parity 
in the month in which such purchase is made during such marketing year 
sufficient number of bushels of wheat to eliminate such shortage. 


“SECONDARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Sec. 379j. Except as provided in section 379d(a), nothing in this subtitle 
shall be considered to prohibit or restrict the transfer or use of wheat for sec- 
ondary use. For purposes of this subsection, wheat shall be for secondary 
use if it is not (1) consumed for human food in the United States, or outside 
the United States by members of the Armed Forces, (2) processed into food 
products composed wholly or partly of food products and exported, or (3) 
exported in unprocessed form. 


“EXPORT SUBSIDIES 


“Sec. 379k. Subsidies required to export wheat shall be paid in kind, up toa 
maximum of fifty million bushels in any year, from stocks of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, and any additional subsidy required to attain the estimated 
exports for that year shall be paid in cash.” 

Sec. 4. Section 361 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended 
by striking out “wheat,” and by inserting before the period at the end thereof 
the following: “, and to the publication and review of farm shares of the na- 
tional wheat requirement for primary use established under subtitle D”. 

Sec. 5. Part III of subtitle B of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 and Public Law 74 of the Seventy-seventh Congress (7 U.S.C. 1340) 
shall not apply with respect to marketing years beginning on and after July 1, 
1961. 

Sec. 6. Title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 


“PRICE SUPPORT (WHEAT) 


“Src. 106. Notwithstanding any provision of section 101 of this Act, beginning 
with the 1961 crop of wheat, price support shall be made available through 
loans to producers of wheat at a level not less than 75 per centum of the parity 
price for wheat as determined by the Secretary as of May 1 prior to the be- 
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ginning of the marketing year, on the amounts of the farm share of the national 
wheat requirement for primary use of such producers for such year.” 

Sec. 7. Section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by inserting 
immediately after the fourth sentence thereof the following: “The Corporation 
shall not sell or transfer any wheat for a primary use described in clauses (1), 
(2), or (8) of section 379b of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 use at 
less than the parity price of wheat for the month in which such sale or transfer 
is made, except that the Corporation may make sales for secondary use at below 
such price for any of the purposes specified in clauses (A), (D), and (E) above 
or in the next to the last sentence of this section. In no event shall the Corpora- 
tion sell or transfer more than one hundred and fifty million bushels of wheat 
for primary use in any marketing year when the price received by farmers for 
primary-use wheat is expected to be less than the parity price thereof.” 

Sec. 8. The provisions of subtitle D of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 19388, which were added by section 2 of this Act, shall be in effect only 
with respect to the marketing year beginning July 1, 1961, and each of the 
succeeding marketing years. 


[H.R. 11013, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to establish a 
marketing program for wheat 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assenibled, That this Act may be cited as the “Wheat 
Marketing Act of 1960”. 

Sec. 2. Section 301(a)(1)(B) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: “As used in 
this subparagraph the term ‘prices’ as applied to wheat shall mean the average 
price received by farmers for primary-use wheat.” 

Sec. 3. Title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
further amended (1) by designating subtitles D and FE as subtitles E and F, 
respectively, and (2) by inserting after subtitle C a new subtitle D, as follows: 


“SUBTITLE D—MARKETING PROGRAM FOR WHEAT 
“LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS 


“Sec. 379a. Wheat, in addition to being a basic food, is one of the great export 
crops of American agriculture and its production for domestic consumption and 
for export is essential to the maintenance of a sound national economy and to the 
general welfare. The movement of wheat from producer to consumer, in the 
form of the commodity or any of the products thereof, is preponderantly in inter- 
state and foreign commerce. That small percentage of wheat Which is pro- 
duced and consumed within the confines of any State is normally commingled 
with, and always bears a close and intimate commercial and competitive rela- 
tionship to, that quantity of such commodity which moves in interstate and 
foreign commerce. For this reason, any regulation of intrastate commerce in 
wheat is a regulation of commerce which is in competition with, or which other- 
wise affects, obstructs, or burdens interstate commerce in the commodity. In 
order to provide an adequate and balanced flow of wheat in interstate and 
foreign commerce and thereby assist farmers in obtaining parity of income by 
marketing wheat for domestic consumption and export at parity prices, and to 
assure consumers an adequate and steady supply of wheat at fair prices, it 
is necessary to regulate all commerce in wheat in the manner provided by this 
subtitle. 

“NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379b. Not later than May 15 of each calendar year, the Secretary shall 
determine and proclaim the national wheat requirement for primary use which 
shall be in effect with respect to the marketing of wheat during the market- 
ing year beginning on July 1 of the next succeeding calendar year. The na- 
tional wheat requirement for primary use for any marketing year shall be a 
number of bushels equal to the sum of the number of bushels which he estimates 
(1) will be consumed as human food in the United States, or outside the United 
States by members of the Armed Forces, during such marketing year, (2) will 
be processed into food products composed wholly or partly of wheat and exported 
during each marketing year, and (3) or will be exported during such mar- 
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keting year, and (3) or will be exported during such marketing yerr in un- 
processed form, less one hundred and fifty million bushels, except that, if 
exports of wheat in unprocessed form are estimated to exceed four hundred 
and fifty million bushels during such marketing year, and the Secretary deter 
mines that the stocks of the Commodity Credit Corporation are excessive this 
reduction shall be increased by one-half of the excess above four hundred and 
fifty million bushels. For purposes of this subtitle, the term ‘food’ does not 
include liquor or beverages, and the term ‘export’ includes any wheat used by 
the Secretary to make export subsidy payments, but does not include = ship- 
ments of food prod... is for consumption by the Armed Forces outside the United 
States. 


“APPORTION MENT OF NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIMARY USI 


“Sec. 379e. (a)(1) The national wheat requirement for primary use, less a 
reserve of not to exceed 1 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided 
in this subsection, shall be apportioned by the Secretary ameng the several 
States in such manner that the share of the requirement of any State will 
bear the same ratio to the national requirement as a figure determined by 
multiplying the base acreage of such State by its average yield bears to the 
corresponding figure for all of the States. 

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection— 

*“(A) the base acreage of a State shall be the average acreage seeded 
for the production of primary-use wheat during the ten calendar years 
immediately preceding the calendar year in which the national wheat 
requirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather condi 
tions and for trends in acreage during such period, except that where such 
ten year period includes one or more years during which part IIT of sub 
title B of this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production 
of primary-use wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsection 
shall be deemed to be the acreage determined for purposes of section 384(¢) 
while it was in effect to have been the acreage seeded for the production 
of wheat plus the acreage diverted for such year, and except that where 
such ten-year period covers one or more years in addition to those in which 
part III of subtitle B of this title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of 
wheat the acreage seeded of primary-use wheat for such years shall be 
deemed to be the wheat base acres for such years; and 

“(B) the average yield of the State shall be the average, weighted by the 
country base acreage, of the normal yields of the counties in the State. 

“(3) The reserve set aside herein for apportionment by the Secretary shall 
be used to make increases in the share of the requirement apportioned to counties 
under subsection (b) of this section, on the basis of the relative needs of 
counties for an additional share of the requirement because of reclamation and 
other new areas coming into the production of wheat during the ten calendar 
years ending with the calendar year preceding the year in which the national 
wheat requirement for primary use is proclaimed. 

“(b) (1) The State share of the national requirement for wheat, less a reserve 
of not to exceed 2 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in sub- 
section (c) of this section, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the 
counties in the State in such manner that the share of the requirement of any 
county will bear the same ratio to the State share as a figure determined by 
multiplying the base acreage of such county by its normal yield bears to the 
corresponding figure for all of the counties in such State. 

“(2)(A) For the purpose of this subsection, the base acreage of a county 
shall be the average acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat 
during the ten calendar years immediately preceding the calendar year in which 
the national requirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather 
conditions and for trends in acreage during such period, except that where such 
ten-year period includes one or more years during which part III of subtitle B 
of this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary-use 
wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be deemed to 
be the acreage determined for the purposes of section 834(b) while it was in 
effect to have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus the 
acreage diverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year period 
covers one or more years in addition to those in which part IIL of subtitie B 
of this title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage seeded 
of primary-use wheat for such year shall be deemed to be the wheat base acres 
for such years, and 
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“(B) for purposes of this subsection the county normal yield shall be the 
normal yield established for the first year of the operation of this Act. 

“(c¢)(1) The county share of the national requirement shall be apportioned 
by the Secretary, through the county committees, among the farms within the 
county on which wheat has been planted during any one of the three marketing 
years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the apportionment 
is made, in such manner that the share for any farm shall bear the same ratio 
to the county share as a figure determined by multiplying the base acreage of 
such farm by its normal yield bears to a corresponding figure for all of the 
farms in such county entitled to receive a share of the national requirement for 
wheat. 

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection, subject to the provisions of para- 
graph (4), the base acreage of a farm shall be determined by apportioning, 
through the county committees, the county base acreage among the farms in 
the county on the basis of past acreage of wheat, tillable acres, crop rotation 
practices, type of soil, and typography. The past acreage of wheat on a farm 
for purposes of this subsection for any year during which part III of subtitle B 
of this title was in effect shall be the same as the past acreage of wheat on 
the farm as determined for the purposes of section 334(¢c) while it was in effect. 
3) Not more than 2 per centum of the State share shall be used for appor- 
tionment to farms on which wheat has not been planted during any of the 
three marketing years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the 
apportionment is made. The Secretary may by regulations provide for the 
distribution of the farm share among individual producers on the farm on the 
basis of their respective shares in the wheat crop, or the proceeds thereof. 

“(4) If a producer is dissatisfied with the base acreage of his farm as deter- 
mined under paragraph (2), he may, if the wheat base acreage on his farm is 
less than fifteen acres, apply to the Secretary who shall establish an adjusted 
base acreage for the farm of not to exceed the smaller of fifteen acres or 
the average acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the imme- 
diately preceding years not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of 
wheat times the ratio of the total base acreage of the county for 1960 to the 
total acreage allotment for such county for such year. In the case of a farm 
which is located in a State which was, on the date of the enactment of the 
Wheat Marketing Act of 1960, outside of the commercial wheat producing area, 
the past acreage of wheat for the farm in any year shall be considered to be 
the average acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the imme- 
diately preceding years not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of 
wheat, State and county shares of the national wheat requirement for primary 
use shall be increased by the amount necessary to reflect any increases which 
may result from the application of this paragraph. The Commodity Credit 
Corporation shall purchase an amount not to exceed such increased shares 
plus the amount of primary-use wheat specified in paragraphs (2) and (4) of 
subsection 3879(b) if at any time during the marketing year prices received by 
farmers for primary-use wheat drops below 90 per centum of the parity price 
for the month such purchase was made, 


“PRIMARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Sec. 379d. (a) No person shall process wheat into food products composed 
wholly or partly of wheat, and no person shall export wheat which has not been 
so processed, unless such wheat is certified to be primary-use wheat or to repre- 
sent primary-use wheat. 

“(b) For thhe purposes of subsection (a), wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to be primary-use wheat if 

(1) the producer thereof designates it is primary-use wheat and certifies 
that the amount thereof, when added to other wheat marketed by such 
producer as primary-use wheat during such marketing year, does not exceed 
the farm share of the national wheat requirment for primary use (or por- 
tion thereof distributed to such producer) and that the farm on which 
produced is in compliance with section 379f. 

(2) the producer thereof certifies that it was harvested prior to the 
calendar year in which the first marketing year for which this subtitle is 
in effect begins, and could have been sold prior to the beginning of such 
marketing year without the payment of a marketing penalty under the 
Act of May 26, 1941 (7. U.S.C. 1340), and that no wheat has been substi- 
tuted therefore as primary-use wheat, and 
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“(3) such wheat was purchased from the Commodity Credit Corporation 
after the effective date of this Act at the price specified in section 407 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, and the purchaser certifies that 
no wheat has been substituted therefor as primary-use wheat, and 
“(4) such wheat was in the channels of trade on the effective date of 
this Act. 

“(c) For the purposes of this section (1) wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to represent primary-use wheat if the person from whom the wheat was 
obtained certified that such wheat was, or has been substituted for an equal 
quantity of wheat which was, certified to be primary-use wheat or to represent 
primary-use wheat when he obtained it, and (2) wheat marketed prior to the 
beginning of a marketing year shall be considered to have been marketed subse 
quent to the beginning of such marketing year if it is harvested during the 
calendar year in which such marketing year begins. 

“(d) Certifications required under this section may be made through the use 
of certificates, marketing cards, endorsements on bills of lading or warehouse 
receipts, or in any other manner, as may be prescribed in regulations of the 
Secretary. 

“(e) No farm share (or portion thereof) of the national wheat requirement 
for primary use, and no right to consider wheat as primary-use wheat or as 
representing primary-us wheat, may be transferred except in connection with 
the transfer of wheat, as provided in this section. 


“PORFEITURES FOR VIOLATIONS 


“Sec. 379e. Any person who— 
“(1) violates section 379d(a), or 
“(2) in connection with thhe sale or other transfer of wheat, falsely 
certifies or otherwse represents wheat to be primary-use wheat, or to be 
wheat which represents primary-use wheat, when such wheat does not meet 
the requirements of section 379d. 
shall forfeit to the United States a sum equal to three times the number of 
bushels of wheat involved in the violations, multiplied by the parity price of 
wheat for the month in which the misrepresentation occurs. Such forfeiture 
shall be recoverable in a civil action brought in the name of the United States. 


“LAND RETIREMENT 


“Sec. 379f. No wheat producer shall be eligible to participate in a program 
under this subtitle for any year unless he has placed in a land retirement 
soil conserving use a portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per 
centum of the base acreage of the farm established under section 379¢c. Such 
land retirement soil conserving use shall meet such requirements as the Secre- 
tary may prescribe. No payments shall be made to producers for complying 
with the first sentence. In any year in which the conservation reserve program 
under thhe Soil Bank Act or similar land retirement program is in effect, a 
wheat producer, in order to be eligible to participate in programs under this 
subtitle, must place an additional portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal 
to 10 per centum of the base acreage of the farm as so established in such pro- 
gram, to the extent the funds available for such program permit. 


“ADJUSTMENT IN NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USI 


“Src. 379g. If the Secretary has reason to believe that because of a national 
emergency or because of a material increase in demand for wheat, the amount 
of primary-use wheat should be increased, he shall cause an immediate investiga- 
tion to be made to determine whether the increase is necessary in order to meet 
such emergency or increase in the demand for wheat. If, on the basis of such 
investigation, the Secretary finds that such increase is necessary, he shall imme- 
diately proclaim such finding (and if he finds an increase is necessary, the 
amount of the increase found by him to be necessary) and thereupon such 
requirements for the next succeeding marketing year shall be so increased. In 
ease any national wheat requiremenit for primary use is increased under this 
section, each farm share for wheat shall be increased in the same ratio 


“REPORTS AND RECORDS 


“Sec. 379h. (a) The provisions of section 373(a) of this Act shall apply to all 
persons, except wheat producers, who are subject to the provisions of this sub- 
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title, except that any such person failing to make any report or keep any record 
as required by this section or making any false report or record shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be subject to a fine 
of not more than $2,000 for each such violation. 

“(b) The provisions of section 373(b) of this Act shall apply to all wheat 
farmers who are subject to the provisions of this subtitle.” 


“PURCHASES BY COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


Q° 


“Seo. 379i. If the Secretary determines that the sum of the number of 
bushels of wheat which, during a marketing year, will or are likely to (1) be con- 
sumed as human food in the United States, or outside the United States by 
members of the Armed Forces, (2) be processed into food products composed 
wholly or partly of wheat and exported, or (3) be exported in unprocessed 
form, exceeds by more than fifty million bushels the estimate of such sum used 
in determining the national wheat requirement for primary use for such 
marketing year, then the Secretary shall add to his estimate for the next year 
an amount equal to such excess. In the event such sum falls short of the 
estimate of such sum used in determining the national wheat requirement for 
primary use for such marketing year then the Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall purchase at parity in the month in which such purchase is made during 
such marketing year sufficient number of bushels of wheat to eliminate such 
shortage. 

“SECONDARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Seo. 379j. Except as provided in section 379j(a), nothing in this subtitle shall 
be considered to prohibit or resrtict the transfer or use of wheat for secondary 
use. For purposes of this subsection, wheat shall be for secondary use if it is not 
(1) consumed for human food in the United States, or outside the United States 
by members of the Armed Forces, (2) processed into food products composed 
wholly or partly of food products and exported, or (3) exported in unprocessed 
form. 

“EXPORT SUBSIDIES 


“Sec. 379k. Subsidies required to export wheat shall be paid in kind, up to a 
maximum of fifty million bushels in any year, from stocks of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, and any additional subsidy required to attain the estimated 
exports for that year shall be paid in cash.” 

Sec. 4. Section 361 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended by 
striking out “wheat,” and by inserting before the period at the end thereof the 
following: “, and to the publication and review of farm shares of the national 
wheat requirement for primary use established under subtitle D’”’. 

Sec. 5. Part III of subtitle B of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1988 and Public Law 74 of the Seventy-seventh Congress (7 U.S70. 1340) shall 
not apply with respect to marketing years beginning on and after July 1, 1961. 

Sec. 6. Title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 


“PRICE -SUPPORT (WHEAT) 


“Sec. 106. Notwithstanding any provision of section 101 of this Act, beginning 
with the 1961 crop of wheat, price support shall be made available through loans 
to producers of wheat at a level not less than 75 per centum of the parity price 
for wheat as determined by the Secretary as of May 1 prior to the beginning 
of the marketing year, on the amounts of the farm share of the national wheat 
requirement for primary use of such producers for such year.” 

Sec. 7. Section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by inserting 
immediately after the fourth sentence thereof the following: “The Corporation 
shall not seell or transfer any wheat for a primary use described in clauses (1), 
(2), or (8) of section 379b of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 use at less 
than the parity price of wheat for the month in which such sale or transfer is 
made, except that the Corporation may make sales for secondary use at below 
such price for any of the purposes specified in clauses (A), (D), and (E) above 
or in the next to the last sentence of this section. In no event shall the Corpora- 
tion sell or transfer more than one hundred and fifty million bushels of wheat 
for primary use in any marketing year when the price received by farmers for 
primary-use wheat is expected to be less than the parity price thereof.” 
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Sec. 8. The provisions of subtitle D of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, which were added by section 2 of this Act, shall be in effect only with 
respect to the marketing year beginning July 1, 1961, and each of the succeeding 
marketing years. 


[H.R. 11014, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to establish a 
marketing program for wheat 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the 
“Wheat Marketing Act of 1960”. 

Sec. 2. Section 301(a)(1)(B) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: “As used 
in this subparagraph the term ‘prices’ as applied to wheat shall mean the aver- 
age price received by farmers for primary-use wheat.” 

Sec. 3. Title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
further amended (1) by designating subtitles D and FE as subtitles E and F, re- 
spectively, and (2) by inserting after subtitle C a new subtitle D as follows: 


“SUBTITLE D—MARKETING PROGRAM FOR WIEAT 
“LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS 


“Sec. 379a. Wheat, in addition to being a basic food, is one of the great export 
crops of American agriculture and its production for domestic consumption and 
for export is essential to the maintenance of a sound national economy and to 
the general welfare. The movement of wheat from producer to consumer, in 
the form of the commodity or any of the products thereof, is preponderantly 
in interstate and foreign commerce. That small percentage of wheat which is 
produced and consumed within the confines of any State is normally commingled 
with, and always bears a close and intimate commercial and competitive rela- 
tionship to, that quantity of such commodity which moves in interstate and 
foreign commerce. For this reason, any regulation of intrastate commerce 
in wheat is a regulation of commerce which is in competition with, or which 
otherwise affects, obstructs, or burdens interstate commerce in the commodity. 
In order to provide an adequate and balanced flow of wheat in interstate and 
foreign commerce and thereby assist farmers in obtaining parity of income 
by marketing wheat for domestic consumption and export at parity prices, and 
to assure consumers an adequate and steady supply of wheat at fair prices, 
it is necessary to regulate all commerce in wheat in the manner provided by 
this subtitle. 

“NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379b. Not later than May 15 of each calendar year, the Secretary shall 
determine and proclaim the national wheat requirement for primary use which 
shall be in effect with respect to the marketing of wheat during the marketing 
vear beginning on July 1 of the next succeeding calendar year. The national 
wheat requirement for primary use for any marketing year shall be a number 
of bushels equal to the sum of the number of bushels which he estimates (1) 
will be consumed as human food in the United States, or outside the United 
States by members of the Armed Forces, during such marketing year, (2) will 
be processed into food products composed wholly or partly of wheat and ex- 
ported during each marketing year, and (3) or will be exported during such 
marketing year in unprocessed form, less one hundred and fifty million 
bushels, except that. if exports of wheat in unprocessed form are estimated 
to exceed four hundred and fifty million bushels during such marketing year, 
and the Secretary determines that the stocks of the Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration wre excessive this reduction shall be increased by one-half of the excess 
above four hundred and fifty million bushels. For purposes of this subtitle, the 
term ‘food’ does not include liquor or beverages, and the term ‘export’ includes 
any wheat used the Secretary to make export subsidy payments, but does not 
include shipments of food products for consumption by the Armed Forces out- 
side the United States. 
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“APPORTION MENT OF NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379c. (a) (1) The national wheat requirement for primary use, less a 
reserve of not to exceed 1 per centum thereof for appointment as provided in this 
subsection, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the several States in 
such manner that the share of the requirement of any State will bear the same 
ratio to the national requirement as a figure determined by multiplying the 
base acreage of such State by its average yield bears to the corresponding 
figure for all of the States. 

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection— 

“(A) the base acreage of a State shall be the average acreage seeded 
for the production of primary-use wheat during the ten calendar years 
immediately preceding the calendar year in which the national wheat re- 
quirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather conditions 
and for trends in acreage during such period, except that where such ten- 
year period includes one or more years during which part III of subtitle 
3 of this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of pri- 
mary-use wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be 
deemed to be the acreage determined for purposes of section 334(¢) while it 
was in effect to have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat 
plus the acreage diverted for such year, and except that where such ten- 
year period covers one or more years in addition to those in which part 
I1L of subtitle B of this title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat 
the acreage seeded of primary-use wheat for such years shall be deemed 
to be the wheat base acres for such years, and 

“(B) the average yield of the State shall be the average, weighted by 
the county base acreage, of the normal yields of the counties in the State. 

“(3) The reserve set aside herein for apportionment by the Secretary shall 
be used to make increases in the share of the requirement apportioned to 
counties under subsection (b) of this section, on the basis of the relative needs 
of counties and for an additional share of the requirement because of reclama- 
tion and other new areas coming into the production of wheat during the ten 
calendar years ending with the calendar year preceding the year in which the 
national wheat requirement for primary use is proclaimed. 

“(b)(1) The State share of the national requirement for wheat, less a reserve 
of not to exceed 2 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in subsection 
(c) of this section, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the counties 
in the State in such manner that the share of the requirement of any county 
will bear the same ratio to the State share as a figure determined by multiplying 
the base acreage of such county by its normal yield bears to the corresponding 
figure for all of the counties in such State. 

“(2)(A) For the purpose of this subsection, the base acreage of a county 
shall be the average acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat 
during the ten calendar years immediately preceding the calendar year in which 
the national requirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather 
conditions and for trends in acreage during such period, except that where such 
ten-year period includes one or more years during which part III of subtitle B 
of this title was in the effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary- 
use Wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be deemed to 
be the acreage determined for the purposes of section 334(b) while it was in 
effect to have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus the 
acreage diverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year period 
covers one or more years in addition to those in which part III of subtitle B of 
this title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage seeded of 
primary-use wheat for such years shall be deemed to be the wheat base acres 
for such years, and 

“(B) for purposes of this subsection the county normal yield shall be the 
normal yield established for the first year of the operation of this Act. 

“(e) (1) The county share of the national requirement shall be apportioned by 
the Secretary, through the county committees, among the farms within the 


- 


county on which wheat has been planted during any of the three market- 
ing years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the apportion- 
ment is made, in such manner that the share for any farm shall bear the same 
ratio to the county share as a figure determined by multiplying the base acre- 
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age of such farm by its normal yield bears to a corresponding figure for all 
of the farms in such county entitled to receive a share of the national require- 
ment for wheat. 

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection, subject to the provisions of paragraph 
(4), the base acreage of a farm shall be determined by apportioning, through 
the county committees, the county base acreage among the farms in the county 
on the basis of past acreage of wheat, tillable acres, crop rotation practices, 
type of soil, and topography. The past acreage of wheat on a farm for purposes 
of this subsection for any year during which part III of subtitle B of this title 
was in effect shall be the same as the past acreage of wheat on the farm ag 
determined for the purposes of section 334(c) while it was in effect. 

“(3) Not more than 2 per centum of the State share shall be used for appor- 
tionment to farms on which wheat has not been planted during any of the three 
marketing years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the appor- 
tionment is made. The Secretary may by regulations provide for the distribution 
of the farm share among individual producers on the farm on the basis of their 
respective shares in the wheat crop, or the proceeds thereof. 

“(4) If a producer is dissatisfied with the base acreage of his farm as deter- 
mined under paragraph (2), he may, if the wheat base acreage of the farm is 
less than fifteen acres, apply to the Secretary, who shall establish an adjusted 
base acreage for the farm of not to exceed the smaller of fifteen acres or the 
average acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately 
preceding years not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat times 
the ratio of the total base acreage of the county for 1960 to the total acreage 
allotment for such county for such year. In the case of a farm which is located 
in a State which was, on the date of enactment of the Wheat Marketing Act of 
1960, outside of the commercial wheat producing area, the past acreage of wheat 
for the farm in any year shall be considered to be the average acreage seeded 
to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately preceding years not to 
exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat, State and county shares of 
the national wheat requirement for primary use shall be increased by the 
amount necessary to reflect any increases which may result from the application 
of this paragraph. The Commodity Credit Corporation shall purchase an 
amount not to exceed such increased shares plus the amount of primary-use 
wheat specified in paragraphs (2) and (4) of subsection 379(b) if at any time 
during the marketing year prices received by farmers for primary-use wheat 
drops below 90 per centum of the parity price for the month such purchase 
was made. 

“PRIMARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Sec. 379d. (a) No person shall process wheat into food products composed 
wholly or partly of wheat, and no person shall export wheat which has not been 
so processed, unless such wheat is certified to be primary-use wheat or to repre- 
sent primary-use wheat. 

“(b) For the purposes of subsection (a), wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to be primary-use wheat if— 

“(1) the producer thereof designates it as primary-use wheat and certifies 
that the amount thereof, when added to other wheat marketed by such pro- 
ducer as primary-use wheat during such marketing year, does not exceed the 
farm share of the national wheat requirement for primary use (or portion 
thereof distributed to such producer) and that the farm on which produced 
is in compliance with section 379f. 

“(2) the producer thereof certifies that it was harvested prior to the 
ealendar year in which the first marketing year for which this subtitle is 
in effect begins, and could have been sold prior to the beginning of such 
marketing year without the payment of a marketing penalty under the 
Act of May 26, 1941 (7 U.S.C. 1340), and that no wheat has been substituted 
therefor as primary-use wheet, and 

“(3) such wheat was purchased from the Commodity Credit Corporation 
after the effective date of this Act at the price specified in section 407 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, and the purchaser certifies that 
no wheat has been substituted therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

“(4) such wheat was in the channels of trade on the effective date of this 
Act. 

“(ce) For the purposes of this section (1) wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to represent primary-use wheat if the person from whom the wheat was 
obtained certified that such wheat was, or has been substituted for an equal 
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quantity of wheat which was, certified to be primary-use wheat or to represent 
primary-use wheat when he obtained it, and (2) wheat marketed prior to the 
beginning of a marketing year shall be considered to have been marketed subse- 
quent to the beginning of such marketing year if it is harvested during the calen- 
dar year in which such marketing year begins. 

“(d) Certifications required under this section may be made through the use 
of certificates, marketing cards, endorsements on bills of lading or warehouse 
receipts, or in any other manner, as may be prescribed in regulations of the 
Secretary. 

“(e) No farm share (or portion thereof) of the national wheat requirement 
for primary use, and no right to consider wheat as primary-use wheat or as 
representing primary-use wheat, may be transferred except in connection with 
the transfer of wheat, as provided in this section. 


“FORFEITURES FOR VIOLATIONS 


“Sec. 379e. Any person who— 
“(1) violates section 379d(a), or 
(2) in connection with the sale or other transfer of wheat, falsely certi- 
fies or otherwise represents wheat to be primary-use wheat, or to be wheat 
which represents primary-use wheat, when such wheat does not meet the 
requirements of section 379d, 
shall forfeit to the United States a sum equal to three times the number of 
bushels of wheat involved in the violations, multiplied by the parity price of 
wheat for the month in which the misrepresentation occurs. Such forfeiture 
shall be recoverable in a civil action brought in the name of the United States. 


“LAND RETIREMENT 


“Sec. 379f. No wheat producer shall be eligible to participate in a program 
under this subtitle for any year unless he has placed in a land retirement soil 
conserving use of portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10°per centum 
of the base acreage of the farm established under section 379¢c. Such land retire- 
ment soil conserving use shall meet such requirements as the Secretary may 
prescribe. No payments shall be made to producers for complying with the 
first sentence. In any year in which the conservation reserve program under 
the Soil Bank Act or similar land retirement program is in effect, a wheat pro- 
ducer, in order to be eligible to participate in programs under this subtitle, must 
place an additional portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per 
centum of the base acreage of the farm as so established in such program, to the 
extent the funds available for such program permit. 


“ADJUSTMENT IN NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 
“Sec. 379g. If the Secretary has reason to believe that because of a national 
emergency or because of a material increase in demand for wheat, the amount 
of primary-use wheat should be increased, he shall cause an immediate investi- 
gation to be made to determine whether the increase is necessary in order to 
meet such emergency or increase in the demand for wheat. If, on the basis 
of such investigation, the Secretary finds that such increase is necessary, he 
shall immediately proclaim such finding (and if he finds an increase is neces- 
sary, the amount of the increase found by him to be necessary) and thereupon 
such requirements for the next succeeding marketing year shall be so increased. 
In case any national wheat requirement for primary use is increased under this 

section, each farm share for wheat shall be increased in the same ratio. 


“REPORTS AND RECORDS 


oro 


“Sec. 879h. (a) The provisions of section 373(a) of this Act shall apply to 
all persons, except wheat producers, who are subject to the provisions of this 
subtitle, except that any such person failing to make any report or keep any 
record as required by this section or making any false report or record shall 
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be subject 
to a fine of not more than $2,000 for each such violation. 

“(b) The provisions of section 373(b) of this Act shall apply to all wheat 
farmers who are subject to the provisions of this subtitle.” 
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“PURCHASES BY COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 





“Sec. 379i. If the Secretary determines that the sum of the number of bushels 
of wheat which, during a marketing year, will or are likely to (1) be consumed 
as human food in the United States, or outside the United States by members 
of the Armed Forces, (2) be processed into food products composed wholly 
or partly of wheat and exported, or (3) be exported in unprocessed form, 
exceeds by more than fifty million bushels the estimate of such sum used in 
determining the national wheat requirement for primary use for such marketing 
year, then the Secretary shall add to his estimate for the next year an amount 
equal to such excess. In the event such sum falls short of the estimate of 
such sum used in determining the national wheat requirement for primary use 
for such marketing year then the Commodity Credit Corporation shall purchase 
at parity in the month in which such purchase is made during such marketing 
year sufficient number of bushels of wheat to eliminate such shortage. 


“SECONDARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Sec. 379j. Except as provided in section 379d(a), nothing in this subtitle 
shall be considered to prohibit or restrict the transfer or use of wheat for 
secondary use. For purposes of this subsection, wheat shall be for secondary 
use if it is not (1) consumed for human food in the United States, or outside 
the United States by members of the Armed Forces, (2) processed into food 
products composed wholly or partly of food products and exported, or (3) 
exported in unprocessed form. 


“EXPORT SUBSIDIES 


“Sree. 379k. Subsidies required to export wheat shall be paid in kind, up to a 
maximum of fifty million bushels in any year, from stocks of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, and any additional subsidy required to attain the estimated 
exports for that year shall be paid in cash.” 

Sec. 4. Section 361 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended 
by striking out “wheat,” and by inserting before the period at the end thereof 
the following: “, and to the publication and review of farm shares of the 
national wheat requirement for primary use established under subtitle D”’. 

Sec. 5. Part III of subtitle B of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 and Public Law 74 of the Seventy-seventh Congress (7 U.S.C, 1540) shall 
not apply with respect to marketing years beginning on and after July 1, 1961. 

Sec. 6. Title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section : 


“PRICE SUPPORTED (WHEAT 


“Sec. 106. Notwithstanding any provision of section 101 of this Act, beginning 
with the 1961 crop of wheat, price support shall be made available through 
loans to producers of wheat at a level not less than 75 per centum of the parity 
price for wheat as determined by the Secretary as of May 1 prior to the begin- 
ning of the marketing year, on the amounts of the farm share of the national 
wheat requirement for primary use of such producers for such year.” 

Sec. 7. Section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by inserting 
immediately after the fourth sentence thereof the following: “The Corporation 
shall not sell or transfer any wheat for a primary use described in clauses 
(1), (2), or (8) of section 379b of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 use 
at less than the parity price of wheat for the month in which such sale or trans- 
fer is made, except that the Corporation may make sales for secondary use at 
below such price for any of the purposes specified in clauses (A), (ID), and (FE) 
above or in the next to the last sentence of this section. In no event shall the 
Corporation sell or transfer more than one hundred and fifty million bushels 
of wheat for primary use in any marketing year when the price received by 
farmers for primary-use wheat is expected to be less than the parity price 
thereof.” 

Sec. 8. The provisions of subtitle D of title III of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1938, which were added by section 2 of this Act, shall be in effect 
only with respect to the marketing year beginning July 1, 1961, and each of 
the succeeding marketing years. 
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A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to establish a 
marketing program for wheat 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Wheat 
Marketing Act of 1960”. 

Sec. 2. Section 301(a)(1)(B) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: “As used in 
this subparagraph the term ‘prices’ as applied to wheat shall mean the average 
price received by farmers for primary-use wheat.” 

Sec. 3. Title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1988, as amended, is 
further amended (1) by designating subtitles D and E as subtitles E and F, re- 
spectively, and (2) by inserting after subtitle C a new subtitle D as follows: 


“SusBriITtLE D—MARKETING PROGRAM FOR WHEAT 
“LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS 


“Sec. 879a. Wheat, in addition to being a basic food, is one of the great export 
crops of American agriculture and its production for domestic consumption and 
for export is essential to the maintenance of a sound national economy and to the 
general welfare. The movement of wheat from producer to consumer, in the 
form of the commodity or any of the products thereof, is preponderantly in inter- 
state and foreign commerce. That small percentage of wheat which is produced 
and consumed within the confines of any State is normally commingled with, and 
always bears a close and intimate commercial and competitive relationship to, 
that quantity of such commodity which moves in interstate and foreign com- 
merce. For this reason, any regulation of intrastate commerce in wheat is a 
regulation of commerce which is in competition with, or which otherwise affects, 
obstructs, or burdens interstate commerce in the commodity. In order to provide 
an adequate and balanced flow of wheat in interstate and foreign commerce and 
thereby assist farmers in obtaining parity of income by marketing wheat for 
domestic consumption and export at parity prices, and to assure consumers an 
adequate and steady supply of wheat at fair prices, it is necessary to regulate all 
commerce in wheat in the manner provided by this subtitle. 


“NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 879b. Not later than May 15 of each calendar year, the Secretary shall 
determine and proclaim the national wheat requirement for primary use which 
shall be in effect with respect to the marketing of wheat during the marketing 
year beginning on July 1 of the next succeeding calendar year. The national 
wheat requirement for primary use for any marketing year shall be a number of 
bushels equal to the sum of the number of bushels which he estimates (1) will be 
consumed as human food in the United States, or outside the United States by 
members of the Armed Forces, during such marketing year, (2) will be processed 
into food products composed wholly or partly of wheat and exported during each 
marketing year, and (38) or will be exported during such marketing year in un- 
processed form, less one hundred and fifty million bushels, except that, if exports 
of wheat in unprocessed form are estimated to exceed four hundred and fifty 
million bushels during such marketing year, and the Secretary determines that 
the stocks of the Commodity Credit Corporation are excessive this reduction shall 
be increased by one-half of the excess above four hundred and fifty million 
bushels. For purposes of this subtitle, the term ‘food’ does not include liquor or 
beverages, and the term ‘export’ includes any wheat used by the Secretary to make 
export subsidy payments, but does not include shipments of food products for 
consumption by the Armed Forces outside the United States. 


“APPORTIONMENT OF NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379¢e. (a)(1) The national wheat requirement for primary use, less a 
reserve of not to exceed 1 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in 
this subsection, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the several States 
in such manner that the share of the requirement of any State will bear the same 
ratio to the national requirement as a figure determined by multiplying the base 
acreage of such State by its average yield bears to the corresponding figure 
for all of the States. 
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“(2) For the purpose of this subsection— 

“(A) the base acreage of a State shall be the average acreage seeded for 
the production of primary-use wheat during the ten calendar years im- 
mediately preceding the calendar year in which the national wheat require- 
ment is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather conditions and 
for trends in acreage during such period, except that where such ten-year 
period includes one or more years during which part III of subtitle B of this 
title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat 
in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be deemed to be the 
acreage determined for purposes of section 334(c) while it was in effect to 
have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus the acreage 
diverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year period covers 
one or more years in addition to those in which part III of subtitle B of this 
title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage seeded of 
primary-use wheat for such years shall be deemed to be the wheat base acres 
for such years, and 

“(B) The average yield of the State shall be the average, weighted by the 
county base acreage, of the normal yields of the counties in the State. 

“(3) The reserve set aside herein for apportionment by the Secretary shall 
be used to make increases in the share of the requirement apportioned to coun- 
ties under subsection (b) of this section, on the basis of the relative needs of 
counties for an additional share of the requirement because of reclamation and 
other new areas coming into the production of wheat during the ten calendar 
years ending with the calendar year preceding the year in which the national 
wheat requirement for primary use is proclaimed. 

“(b)(1) The State share of the national requirement for wheat, less a re- 
serve of not to exceed 2 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in 
subsection (c) of this section, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the 
counties in the State in such manner that the share of the requirement of any 
county will bear the same ratio to the State share as a figure determined by 
multiplying the base acreage of such county by its normal yield bears to the 
corresponding figure for all of the counties in such State. 

“(2)(A) For the purpose of this subsection, the base acreage of a county 
shall be the average acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat 
during the ten calendar years immediately preceding the calendar year in which 
the national requirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather 
conditions and for trends in acreage during such period, except that where such 
ten-year period includes one or more years during which part III of subtitle B 
of this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary-use 
wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be deemed to be 
the acreage determined for the purposes of section 334(b) while it was in effect 
to have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus the acreage 
diverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year period covers one 
or more years in addition to those in which part III of subtitle B of this 
title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage seeded of 
primary-use wheat for such years shall be deemed to be the wheat base acres 
for such years, and 

“(B) for purposes of this subsection the county normal yield shall be the 
normal yield established for the first year of the operation of this Act. 

“(c)(1) The county share of the national requirement shall be apportioned 
by the Secretary, through the county committees, among the farms within the 
county on which wheat has been planted during any one of the three marketing 
years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the apportionment 
is made, in such manner that the share for any farm shall bear the same ratio 
to the county share as a figure determined by multiplying the base acreage of 
such farm by its normal yield bears to a corresponding figure for all of the farms 
in such county entitled to receive a share of the national requirement for wheat. 

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection, subject to the provisions of paragraph 
(4), the base acreage of a farm shall be determined by apportioning, through 
the county committees, the county base acreage among the farms in the county 
on the basis of past acreage of wheat, tillable acres, crop rotation practices, type 
of soil, and topography. The past acreage of wheat on a farm for purposes of 
this subsection for any year during which part III of subtitle B of this title 
was in effect shall be the same as the past acreage of wheat on the farm as 
determined for the purposes of section 334(c) while it was in effect. 

“(3) Not more than 2 per centum of the State share shall be used for ap- 
portionment to farms on which wheat has not been planted during any of the 
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three marketing years immediately preceding the marketing year in which 
the apportionment is made. The Secretary may by regulations provide for 
the distribution of the farm share among individual producers on the farm on 
the basis of their respective shares in the wheat crop, or the proceeds thereof. 

“(4) If a producer is dissatisfied with the base acreage of his farm as de- 
termined under paragraph (2), he may, if the wheat base acreage of the farm 
is less than fifteen acres, apply to the Secretary who shall establish an adjusted 
base acreage for the farm of not to exceed the smaller of fifteen acres or the 
average acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately 
preceding years not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat times 
the ratio of the total base acreage of the county for 1960 to the total acreage 
allotment for such county for such year. In the case of a farm which is 
located in a State which was, on the date of enactment of the Wheat Marketing 
Act of 1960, outside of the commercial wheat producing area, the past acreage 
of wheat for the farm in any year shall be considered to be the average acreage 
seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately preceding years 
not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat, State and county 
shares of the national wheat requirement for primary use shall be increased 
by the amount necessary to reflect any increases which may result from the 
application of this paragraph. The Commodity Credit Corporation shall pur- 
chase an amount not to exceed such increased shares plus the amount of 
primary-use wheat specified in paragraphs (2) and (4) of subsection 379(b) 
if at any time during the marketing year prices received by farmers for pri- 
mary-use wheat drops below 90 per centum of the parity price for the month 
such purchase was made. 

“PRIMARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Sec, 379d. (a) No person shall process wheat into food products composed 
wholly or partly of wheat, and no person shall export wheat which has not 
been so processed, unless such wheat is certified to be primary-use wheat or 
to represent primary-use wheat. 

“(b) For the purposes of subsection (a), wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to be primary-use wheat if— 

“(1) the producer thereof designates it as primary-use wheat and certifies 
that the amount thereof, when added to other wheat marketed by such 
producer as primary-use wheat during such marketing year, does not exceed 
the farm share of the national wheat requirement for primary use (or 
portion thereof distributed to such producer) and that the farm on which 
produced is in compliance with section 379f, 

(2) the producer thereof certifies that it was harvested prior to the 
calendar year in which the first marketing year for which this subtitle is 
in effect begins, and could have been sold prior to the beginning of such 
marketing year without the payment of a marketing penalty under the 
Act of May 26, 1941 (7 U.S.C. 1840), and that no wheat has been substi- 
tuted therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

“(3) such wheat was purchased from the Commodity Credit Corporation 
after the effective date of this Act at the price specified in section 407 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, and the purchaser certifies that 
no wheat has been substituted therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

“(4) such wheat was in the channels of trade on the effective date of 
this Act. 

“(e) For the purposes of this section (1) wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to represent primary-use wheat if the person from whom the wheat 
was obtained certified that such wheat was, or has been substituted for an 
equal quantity of wheat which was, certified to be primary-use wheat or to 
represent primary-use wheat when he obtained it, and (2) wheat marketed 
prior to the beginning of a marketing year shall be considered to have been 
marketed subsequent to the beginning of such marketing year if it is harvested 
during the calendar year in which such marketing year begins. 

“(d) Certifications required under this section may be made through the use 
of certificates, marketing cards, endorsements on bills of lading or warehouse 
receipts, or in any other manner, as may be prescribed in regulations of the 
Secretary. 

“(e) No farm share (or portion thereof) of the national wheat requirement 
for primary use, and no right to consider wheat as primary-use wheat or as 
representing primary-use wheat, may be transferred except in connection with 
the transfer of wheat, as provided in this section. 
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““FORFEITURES FOR VIOLATIONS 


“Sec. 379e. Any person who— 
“(1) violates section 379d (a), or 
“(2) in connection with the sale or other transfer of wheat, falsely cer- 
tifies or otherwise represents wheat to be primary-use wheat, or to be 
wheat which represents primary-use wheat, when such wheat does not meet 
the requirements of section 379d, 
shall forfeit to the United States a sum equal to three times the number of 
bushels of wheat involved in the violations, multiplied by the parity price of 
wheat for the month in which the misrepresentation occurs. Such forfeiture 
shall be recoverable in a civil action brought in the name of the United States, 


“LAND RETIREMENT 


“Spec. 479f. No wheat producer shall be eligible to participate in a program 
under this subtitle for any year unless he has placed in a land retirement soil 
conserving use a portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per centum 
of the base acreage of the farm established under section 379¢. Such land 
retirement soil conserving use shall meet such requirements as the Secretary 
may prescribe. No payments shall be made to producers for complying with 
the first sentence. In any year in which the conservation reserve program 
under the Soil Bank Act or similar land retirement program is in effect, a 
wheat producer, in order to be eligible to participate in programs under this 
subtitle, must place an additional portion of the tillable acres on his farm 
equal to 10 per centum of the base acreage of the farm as so established in such 
program, to the extent the funds available for such program permit. 


“ADJUSTMENT IN NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USI 


“Sec. 379g. If the Secretary has reason to believe that because of a national 
emergency or because of a material increase in demand for wheat. the amount 
of primary-use wheat should be increased, he shall cause an immediate investi- 
gation to be made to determine whether the increase is necessary in order to 
meet such emergency or increase in the demand for wheat. If, on the basis of 
such investigation, the Secretary finds that such increase is necessary, he shall 
immediately proclaim such finding (and if he finds an increase is necessary, 
the amount of the increase found by him to be necessary) and thereupon such 
requirements for the next succeednig marketing year shall be so increased. In 
case any national wheat requirement for primary use is increased under this 
section, each farm share for wheat shall be increased in the same ratio. 


“REPORTS AND RECORDS 
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“Sec. 379h. (a) The provisions of section 373(a) of this Act shall apply to 
all persons, except wheat producers, who are subject to the provisions of this 
subtitle, except that any such person failing to make any report or keep any 
record as required by this section or making any false report or record shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be subject to a 
fine of not more than $2,000 for each such violation. 

“(b) The provisions of section 373(b) of this Act shall apply to all wheat 
farmers who are subject to the provisions of this subtitle.” 


“PURCHASES BY COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


“Sec. 3791. If the Secretary determines that the sum of the number of bushels 
of wheat which, during a marketing vear, will or are likely to (1) be consumed 
as human food in the United States, or outside the United States by members 
of the Armed Forces, (2) be processed into food products composed wholly or 
partly of wheat and exported, or (3) be exported in unprocessed form, exceeds 
by more than fifty million bushels the estimate of such sum used in determining 
the national wheat requirement for primary use for such marketing year, then 
the Secretary shall add to his estimate for the next year an amount equal to 
such excess. In the event such sum falls short of the estimate of such sum used 
in determining the national wheat requirement for primary use for such mar- 
keting year then the Commodity Credit Corporation shall purchase at parity in 
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the month in which such purchase is made during such marketing year sufficient 
number of bushels of wheat to eliminate such shortage. 


“SECONDARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Sec. 379j. Except as provided in section 379d(a), nothing in this subtitle 
shall be considered to prohibit or restrict the transfer or use of wheat for sec- 
ondary use. For purposes of this subsection, wheat shall be for secondary use if 
it is not (1) consumed for human food in the United States, or outside the 
United States by members of the Armed Forces, (2) processed into food products 
composed wholly or partly of food products and exported, or (3) exported 
in unprocessed form. 

“EXPORT SUBSIDIES 


“Sec. 879k. Subsidies required to export wheat shall be paid in kine up to a 
maximum of fifty million bushels in any year, from stocks of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, and any additional subsidy required to attain the estimated 
exports for that year shall be paid in cash.” 

Sec. 4. Section 361 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended by 
striking out “wheat,” and by inserting before the period at the end thereof the 
following: “, and to the publication and review of farm shares of the national 
wheat requirement for primary use established under subtitle D”. 

Sec. 5. Part ITI of subtitle B of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1988 and Public Law 74 of the Seventy-seventh Congress (7 U.S.C. 1340) shall 
not apply with respect to marketing years beginning on and after July 1, 1961. 

Sec. 6. Title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 


“PRICE SUPPORT (WIEAT) 


“Sec. 106. Notwithstanding any provision of section 101 of this Act, beginning 
with the 1961 crop of wheat, price support shall be made available through loans 
to producers of wheat at a level not less than 75 per centum of the parity price 
for wheat as determined by the Secretary as of May 1 prior to the beginning 
of the marketing year, on the amounts of the farm share of the national wheat 
requirement for primary use of such producers for such year.” 

Sec. 7. Section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by inserting 
immediately after the fourth sentence thereof the following: “The Corporation 
shall not sell or transfer any wheat for a primary use described in clauses (1), 
(2), or (8) of section 379b of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 use at 
less than the parity price of wheat for the month in which such sale or trans- 
fer is made, except that the Corporation may make sales for secondary use at 
below such price for any of the purposes specified in clauses (A), (D), and (EB) 
above or in the next to the last sentence of this section. In no event shall the 
Corporation sell or transfer more than one hundred and fifty million bushels of 
wheat for primary use in any marketing year when the price received by 
farmers for primary-use wheat is expected to be less than the parity price 
thereof.” 

Sec. 8. The provisions of subtitle D of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1988, which were added by section 2 of this Act, shall be in effect only 
with respect to ‘the marketing year beginning July 1, 1961, and each of the 
succeeding marketing years. 


[H.R. 11016, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to establish a 
marketing program for wheat 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Wheat 
Marketing Act of 1960”. 

Sec, 2. Section 301(a)(1)(B) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: “As used 
in this subparagraph the term ‘prices’ as applied to wheat shall mean the average 
price received by framers for primary-use wheat.” 

Sec. 3. Title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1988, as amended, is 
further amended (1) by designating subtitles D and E as subtitles E and F, 
respectively, and (2) by inserting after subtitle C a new subtitle D as follows: 
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“SUBTITLE D—MARKETING PROGRAM FOR WHEAT 


“LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS 
“Src. 879a. Wheat, in addition to being a basic food, is one of the great export 
crops of American agriculture and its production for domestic consumption and 
for export is essential to the maintenance of a sound national economy and 
to the general welfare. The movement of wheat from producer to consumer, in 


he form of the commodity or any of the products thereof, is preponderantly in 


interstate and foreign commerce. That small percentage of wheat which is 
produced and consumed within the confines of any State is normally commingled 
with, and always bears a close and intimate commercial and competitive rela- 
tionship to, that quantity of such commodity which moves in interstate and for- 
eign commerce For this reason, any regulation of intrastate commerce in 


wheat is a regulation of commerce which is in competition with, or which other- 
wise affects, obstructs, or burdens interstate Colnmerce in the commodity. In 
order to provide an adequate and balanced flow of wheat in interstate and foreign 
commerce and thereby assist farmers in obtaining parity of income by market- 
ing wheat for domestic consumption and export at parity prices, and to assure 
consumers an adequate and steady supply of wheat at fair prices, it is necessary 
to regulate all commerce in wheat in the manner provided by this subtitle. 


“NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIMARY USI 


“Sec. 3798b. Not later than May 15 of each calendar year, the Secretary shall 
determine and proclaim the national wheat requirement for primary use which 
shall be in effect with respect to the marketing of wheat during the marketing 
vear beginning on July 1 of the next succeeding calendar year. The national 
wheat requirement for primary use for any marketing year shall be a number 
of bushels equal to the sum of the number of bushels which he estimates (1) 
will be consumed as human food in the United States, or outside the United 
States by members of the Armed Forces, during such marketing year, (2) will 
be processed into food products composed wholly or partly of wheat and 
exported during each marketing year, and (3) or will be exported during such 
marketing year in unprocessed form, less one hundred and fifty million bushels, 
except that, if exports of wheat in unprocessed form are estimated to exceed 
four hundred and fifty million bushels during such marketing year, and the 
Secretary determines that the stocks of the Commodity Credit Corporation are 
excessive this reduction shall be increased by one-half of the excess above four 
hundred and fifty million bushels. For purposes of this subtitle, the term 
‘food’ does not include liquor or beverages, and the term ‘export’ includes any 
wheat used by the Secretary to make export subsidy payments, but does not 
include shipments of food products for consumption by the Armed Forces outside 
the United States. 


““APPORTION MENT OF NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379¢c. (a)(1) The national wheat requirements for primary use, less 
a reserve of not to exceed 1 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided 
in this subsection, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the several States 
in such manner that the share of the requirement of any State will bear the 
same ratio to the national requirement as a figure determined by multiplying the 
base acreage of such State by its average yield bears to the corresponding figure 
for all of the States. 
“(2) For the purpose of this subsection 
“(A) the base acreage of a State shall be the average acreage seeded 
for the production of primary-use wheat during the ten calendar years 
immediately preceding the calendar year in which the national wheat re 
quirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather condi- 
tions and for trends in acreage during such period, except that where 
such ten-year period includes one or more years during which part ITI 
of subtitle B of this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the pro 
duction of primary-use wheat in each such year for purposes of this s 
section shall be deemed to be the acreage determined for purposes of section 
334(c) while it was in effect to have been the acreage seeded for the 
production of wheat plus the acreage diverted for such vear, and except that 
where such ten-year period covers one or more years in addition to those 
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in which part ITI of subtitle B of this title was in effect, prior to the 1961 
crop of wheat the acreage seeded for primary-use wheat for such years shall 

he deemed to be the wheat base acres for such years, and 
“(B) the average yield of the State shall be the average, weighted by 
the county base acreage, of the normal yields of the counties in the State. 
“(3) The reserve set aside herein for apportionment by the Secretary shall 
be used to make increases in the share of the requirement apportioned to counties 
under subsection (b) of this section, on the basis of the relative needs of 


counties for an additional share of the requirement because of reclamation and 





other new area omMing into the production of wheat during the ten calendar 
vears ending with the calendar year preceding the year in which the national 
wheat requirement for primary use is proclaimed. 

“(b) (1) The State share of the national requirement for wheat, less a reserve 
of not to exceed 2 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in sub- 
section (c) of this section, shall be apportioued by the Secretary among the 


counties in the State in such manner that the share of the requirement of any 
county Will bear the same ratio to the State share as a figure determined by 
multiplying the base acreage of such county by its normal yield bears to the 


corresponding figure for all of the counties in such State. 
“(2) (A) For the purpose of this subsection, the base acreage of a county 
shall be the average acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat 


! 


during the ten calendar years immediately preceding the calendar year in which 
the national requirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather 
conditions and tor trends in acreage during such period, except that where such 
ten-year period includes one or more years during which part ILI of subtitle B 
of this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary-use 
wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be deemed to be the 
acreage determined for the purposes of section 334(b) while it was in effect to 
have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus the acreage di- 
verted for such year (and except that where such ten-year period covers one 
or more years in addition to those in which part III of subtitle B of this title 
was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage seeded of primary-use 
wheat for such years shall be deemed to be the wheat base acres for such years, 
and 

“(B) for purposes of this subsection the county normal yield shall be the 
normal yield established for the first year of the operation of this Act. 

“(c¢) (1) The county share of the national requirement shall be apportioned 
by the Secretary, through the county committees, among the farms within the 
county on which wheat has been planted during any one of the three marketing 
years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the apportionment 
is made, in such manner that the share for any farm shall bear the same ratio to 
the county share as a figure determined by multiplying the base acreage of such 
farm by its normal yield bears to a corresponding figure for all vf the farms 
in such county entitled to receive a share in the national requirement for wheat. 

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection, subject to the provisions of paragraph 
(4), the base acreage of a farm shall be determined by apportioning, through 
the county committees, the county base acreage among the farms in the county 
on the basis of past acreage of wheat, tillable acres, crop rotation practices, type 
of soil, and topography. The past acreage of wheat on a farm for purposes 
of this subsection for any year during which part III of subtitle B of this title 
was in effect shall be the same as the past acreage of wheat on the farm as 
determined for the purposes of section 334(c) while it was in effect. 

“(3) Not more than 2 per centum of the State share shall be used for apportion- 
ment to farms on which wheat has not been planted during any of the three 
marketing years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the appor- 
tionment is made. The Secretary may by regulations provide for the distribu- 
tion of the farm share among individual producers on the farm on the basis of 
their respective shares in the wheat crop, or the proceeds thereof. 

“(4) If a producer is dissatisfied with the base acreage of his farm as deter- 
mined under paragraph (2), he may, if the wheat base acreage of the farm is less 
than fifteen acres, apply to the Secretary who shall establish an adjusted base 
acreage for the farm of not to exceed the smaller of fifteen acres or the average 
acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately preceding 
years not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat times the ratio of 
the total base acreage of the county for 1960 to the total acreage allotment for 
such county for such year. In the case of a farm which is located in a State which 
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was, on the date of enactment of the Wheat Marketing Act of 1960, outside of the 
commercial wheat producing area, the past acreage of wheat for the farm in any 
year shall be considered to be the average acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as 
grain during the immediately preceding years not to exceed ten, beginning with 
the 1958 crop of wheat, State and county shares of the national wheat require- 
ment for primary use shall be increased by the amount necessary to reflect any 
increases which may result from the application of this paragraph. The Com- 
modity Credit Corporation shall purchase an amount not to exceed such in- 
creased shares plus the amount of primary-use wheat specified in paragraphs 
(2) and (4) of subsection 879(b) if at any time during the marketing year prices 
received by farmers for primary-use wheat drops below 90 percentum of the 
parity price for the month such purchase was made. 


“PRIMARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Sec. 379d. (a) No person shall process wheat into food products composed 
wholly or partly of wheat, and no person shall export wheat which has not been 
so processed, unless such wheat is certified to be primary-use wheat or to repre- 
sent primary-use wheat. 

“(b) For the purposes of subsection (a), wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to be primary-use wheat if 

“(1) the producer thereof designates it as primary-use wheat and certifies 
that the amount thereof, when added to other wheat marketed by such pro- 
ducer as primary-use wheat during such marketing year, does not exceed 
the farm share of the national wheat requirement for primary use (or por 
tion thereof distributed to such producer) and that the farm on which pro- 
duced is in compliance with section 379f, 

“(2) the producer thereof certifies that it was harvested prior to the 
calendar year in which the first marketing vear for which this subtitle is in 
effect begins, and could have been sold prior to the beginning of such mar 
keting year without the payment of a marketing penalty under the Act of 
May 26, 1941 (7 U.S.C. 1340), and that no wheat has been substituted there 
for as primary-use wheat, and 

“(3) such wheat was purchased from the Commodity Credit Corporation 
after the effective date of this Act at the price specified in section 407 of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, and the purchaser certifies that no 
wheat has been substituted therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

“(4) such wheat was in the channels of trade on the effective date of 
this Act. 

“(c) For the purposes of this section (1) wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to represent primary-use wheat if the person from whom the wheat was 
obtained certified that such wheat was, or has been substituted for an equal 
quantity of wheat which was, certified to be primary-use wheat or to represent 
primary-use wheat when he obtained it, and (2) wheat marketed prior to the 
beginning of a marketing year shall be considered to have been marketed subse- 
quent to the beginning of such marketing year if it is harvested during the eal- 
endar year in which such marketing year begins. 

“(d) Certifications required under this section may be made through the use 
of certificates, marketing cards, endorsements on bills of lading or warehouse 
receipts, or in any other manner, as may be prescribed in regulations of the 
Secretary. 

“(e) No farm share (or portion thereof) of the national wheat requirement 
for primary use, and no right to consider wheat as primary-use wheat or as 
representing primary-use wheat, may be transferred except in connection with 
the transfer of wheat, as provided in this section. 


“FORFEITURES FOR VIOLATIONS 
“Sec. 379e. Any person who— 
“(1) violates section 879d (a) or 
(2) in connection with the sale or other transfer of wheat, falsely certi- 
fies or otherwise represents wheat to be primary-use wheat, or to be wheat 
which represents primary-use wheat, when such wheat does not meet the 
requirements of section 379d, 
shall forfeit to the United States a sum equal to three times the number of 
bushels of wheat involved in the violations, multiplied by the parity price of 
wheat for the month in which the misrepresentation occurs. Such forfeiture 
shall he recoverable in a civil action brought in the name of the United States. 
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“LAND RETIREMENT 


“Seo, 379f. No wheat producer shall be eligible to participate in a program 
under this subtitle for any year unless he has placed in a land retirement soil 
conserving use a portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per centum 
of the base acreage of the farm established under section 379c. Such land 
retirement soil conserving use shall meet such requirements as the Secretary 
may prescribe. No payments shall be made to producers for complying with 
the first sentence. In any year in which the conservation reserve program under 
the Soil Bank Act or similar land retirement program is in effect, a wheat pro- 
ducer, in order to be eligible to participate in programs under this subtitle, must 
place an additional portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per 
centum of the base acreage of the farm as so established in such program, to the 
extent the funds available for such program permit. 


“ADJUSTMENT IN NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379g. If the Secretary has reason to believe that because of a national 
emergency or because of a material increase in demand for wheat, the amount 
of primary-use wheat should be increased, he shall cause an immediate investi- 
gation to be made to determine whether the increase is necessary in order to 
meet such emergency or increase in the demand for wheat. If, on the basis 
of such investigation, the Secretary finds that such increase is necessary, he 
shall immediately proclaim such finding (and if he finds an increase is necessary, 
the amount of the increase found by him to be necessary) and thereupon such 
requirements for the next succeeding marketing year shall be so increased. 
In case any national wheat requirement for primary use is increased under 


this section, each farm share for wheat shall be increased in the same ratio. 
“REPORTS AND RECORDS 


“Sec. 379h. (a) The provisions of section 373(a) of this Act shall apply to 
all persons, except wheat producers, who are subject to the provisions of this 
subtitle, except that any such person failing to make any report or keep any 
record as required by this section or making any false report or record shall 
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be subject 
to a fine of not more than $2,000 for each such violation. 

“(b) The provisions of section 373(b) of this Act shall apply to all wheat 
farmers who are subject to the provisions of this subtitle.” 


“PURCHASES BY COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


‘Sec. 379i. If the Secretary determines that the sum of the number of bushels 
of wheat which, during a marketing year, will or are likely to (1), be consumed 
as human food in the United States, or outside the United States by members 
of the Armed Forces, (2) be processed into food products composed wholly or 
partly of wheat and exported, or (3) be exported in unprocessed form, exceeds 
by more than fifty million bushels the estimate of such sum used in determining 
the national wheat requirement for primary use for such marketing year, then 
the Secretary shall add to his estimate for the next year an amount equal to 
such excess. In the event such sum falls short of the estimate of such sum 
used in determining the national wheat requirement for primary use for such 
marketing year then the Commodity Credit Corporation shall purchase at parity 
in the month in which such purchase is made during such marketing year 
sufficient number of bushels of wheat to eliminate such shortage. 


“SECONDARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Sec. 879j. Except as provided in section 379d(a), nothing in this subtitle 
shall be considered to prohibit or restrict the transfer or use of wheat for sec- 
ondary use. For purposes of this subsection, wheat shall be for secondary use 
if it is not (1) consumed for human food in the United States, or outside the 
United States by members of the Armed Forces, (2) processed into food products 
composed wholly or partly of food products and exported, or (3) exported in 
unprocessed form. 

“EXPORT SUBSIDIES 


“Sec. 379k. Subsidies required to export wheat shall be paid in kind, up to 
& maximum of fifty million bushels in any year, from stocks of the Commodity 
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Credit Corporation, and any additional subsidy required to attain the estimated 
exports for that year shall be paid in Cash.” 

Sec. 4. Section 361 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended by 
striking out “wheat,” and by inserting before the period at the end thereof the 
following: “, and to the publication and review of farm shares of the national 
wheat requirement for primary use established under subtitle D”. 

Sec. 5. Part III of subtitle B of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 and Public Law 74 of the Seventy-seventh Congress (7 U.S.C. 1340) 
Shall not apply with respect to marketing years beginning on and after July 1, 
1961. 

Sec. 6. Title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 


“PRICE SUPPORT (WHEAT 


“Sec. 106. Notwithstanding any provision of section 101 of this Act, beginning 
with the 1961 crop of wheat, price support shall be made available through loans 
to producers of wheat at a level not less than 75 per centumr of the parity price 
for wheat as determined by the Secretary as of May 1 prior to the beginning 
of the marketing year, on the amounts of the farm share of the national wheat 
requirement for primary use of such producers for such year.” 

Sec. 7. Section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by inserting 
immediately after the fourth sentence thereof the following: ‘““The Corporation 
shall not sell or transfer any wheat for a primary use described in clauses (1), 
(2), or (3) of section 379b of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 use at 
less than the parity price of wheat for the month in which such sale or transfer 
is made, except that the Corporation may make sales for secondary use at 
below such price for any of the purposes specified in clauses (A), (D), and (B) 
above or in the next to the last sentence of this section. In no event shall 
the Corporation sell or transfer more than one hundred and fifty million bushels 
of wheat for primary use in any marketing year when the price received by 
farmers for primary-use wheat is expected to be less than the parity price 
thereof.” 

Sec. 8. The provisions of subtitle D of title III of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1988, which were added by section 2 of this Act, shall be in effect 
only with respect to the marketing year beginning July 1, 1961, and each of the 
succeeding marketing years. 


H.R. 11017, S6th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to establish a 


marketing program for wheat 


Be it enacted by the Se nate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act iy be cited as the W heat 
Marketing Act of 1960". 

Sec. 2. Section 301(a)(1)(B) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: “As used in 


this subparagraph the term ‘prices’ as applied to wheat shall mean the average 
price received by farmers for primary-use wheat.” 

Sec. 3. Title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
further amended (1) by designating subtitles D and E as subtitles FE and PF, 


respectively, and (2) by inserting after subtitle C a new subtitle D as follows: 
“SUBTITLE D—MARKETING PROGRAM FOR WHEAT 
“LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS 


“Sec. 379a. Wheat. in addition to being a basie food, is one of the great export 
crops of American agriculture and its production for domestic consumption and 
for export is essential to the maintenance of a sound national economy and to 
the general welfare. The movement of wheat from producer to consumer, in the 
form of the commodity or any of the products thereof, is preponderantly in 
interstate and foreign commerce. That small percentage of wheat which is 
produced and consumed within the confines of any State is normally commingled 
with, and always bears a close and intimate commercial and competitive relation- 
ship to, that quantity of such commodity which moves in interstate and foreign 
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commerce. For this reason, any regulation of intrastate commerce in wheat is a 
regulation of commerce which is in competition with, or which otherwise affects, 
obstructs, or burdens interstate commerce in the commodity. In order to provide 
an adequate and balanced flow of wheat in interstate and foreign commerce and 
thereby assist farmers in obtaining parity of income by marketing wheat for 
domestic consumption and export at parity prices, and to assure consumers an 
adequate and steady supply of wheat at fair prices, it is necessary to regulate 
all commerce in wheat in the manner provided by this subtitle. 


“NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 3T9b. Not later than May 15 of each calendar year, the Secretary shall 
determine and proclaim the national wheat requirement for primary use 
which shall be in effect with respect to the marketing of wheat during the 
marketing year beginning on July 1 of the next succeeding calendar year. The 
national wheat requirement for primary use for any marketing years shall be a 
number of bushels equal to the sum of the number of bushels which he estimates 
(1) will be consumed as human food in the United States, or outside the United 
States by members of the Armed Forces, during such marketing year, (2) will be 
processed into food products composed wholly or partly of wheat and exported 
during each marketing year, and (3) or will be exported during such marketing 
year in unprocessed form, less one hundred and fifty million bushels, except that, 
if exports of wheat in unprocessed form are estimated to exceed four hundred 
and fifty million bushels during such marketing year, and the Secretary deter- 
mines that the stocks of the Commodity Credit Corporation are excessive this 
reduction shall be increased by one-half of the excess above four hundred and 
fifty million bushels. For purposes of this subtitle, the term ‘food’ does not 
include liquor or beverages, and the term ‘export’ includes any wheat used by the 
Secretary to make export subsidy payments, but does not include shipments of 
food products for consumption by the Armed Forces outside the United States. 


“APPORTIONMENT OF NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Spo. 379e. (a) (1) The national wheat requirement for primary uses, less a 
reserve of not to exceed 1 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided 
in this subsection, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the several 
States in such manner that the share of the requirement of any State will bear 
the same ratio to the national requirement as a figure determined by multiplying 
the base acreage of such State by its average yield bears to the corresponding 
figure for all of the States. 

(2) For the purpose of this subsection 
\) the base acreage of a State shall be the average acreage seeded for 
the production of primary-use wheat during the ten calendar years imme- 
liately preceding the calendar vear in which the national wheat requirement 
is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather conditions and for 
trends in acreage during such period, except that where such ten-year period 
ncludes one or more years during which part III of subtitle B of this title 
as in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat in 
each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be deemed to be the 
acreage determined for purposes of section 334(¢) while it was in effect 
to have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus the acreage 
liverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year period covers 
me or more years in addition to those in which part III of subtitle B of 
this title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage seeded 
of primary-use wheat for such years shall be deemed to be the wheat base 
acres for such years, and 
“(B) the average yield of the State shall be the average, weighted by the 
county base acreage, of the normal yields of the counties in the State. 

“(3) The reserve set aside herein for appointment by the Secretary shall be 
used to make increases in the share of the requirement apportioned to counties 
under subsection (b) of this section, on the basis of the relative needs of counties 
for an additional share of the requirement because of reclamation and other 
hew areas coming into the production of wheat during the ten calendar years 
ending with the calendar year preceding the year in which the national wheat 
requirement for primary use is proclaimed. 

“(b)(1) The State share of the national requirement for wheat, less a re- 
serve of not to exceed 2 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in 
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subsection (c) of this section, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among 
the counties in the State in such manner that the share of the requirement 
of any county will bear the same ratio to the State share as a figure determined 
by multiplying the base acreage of such county by its normal yield bears to 
the corresponding figure for all of the counties in such State. 

“(2)(A) For the purpose of this subsection, the base acreage of a county 
shall be the average acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat 
during the ten calendar years immediately preceding the calendar year in 
which the national requirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal] 
weather conditions and for trends in acreage during such period, except that 
where such ten-year period includes one or more years during which part II 
of subtitle B of this tithe was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production 
of primary-use wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall 
be deemed to be the acreage determined for the purposes of section 884(b) while 
it was in effect to have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus 
the acreage diverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year period 
covers one or more years in addition to those in which part III of subtitle 
$3 of this title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage seeded 
of primary-use wheat for such years shall be deemed to be the wheat base 
acres for such years, and 

“(B) for purposes of this subsection the county normal yield shall be the 
normal yield established for the first year of the operation of this Act. 

“(e)(1) The county share of the national requirement shall be apportioned 
by the Secretary, through the county committees, among the farms within the 
county on which wheat has been planted during any one of the three marketing 
years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the apportionment is 
made, in such manner that the share for any farm shall bear the same ratio 
to the county share as a figure determined by multiplying the base acreage of 
such farm by its normal yield bears to a corresponding figure for all of the 
farms in such county entitled to receive a share of the national requirement 
for wheat. 

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection, subject to the provisions of para- 
graph (4), the base acreage of a farm shall be determined by apportioning, 
through the county committees, the county base acreage among the farms in 
county on the basis of past acreage of wheat, tillable acres, crop rotation prac- 
tices, type of soil, and topography. The past acreage of wheat on a farm for 
purposes of this subsection for any year during which part III of subtitle B 
of this title was in effect shall be the same as the past acreage of wheat on 
the farm as determined for the purposes of section 534(¢) while it was in 
effect 

*(3) Not more than 2 per centum of the State share shall be used for appor- 
tionment to farms on which wheat has not been planted during any of the three 
marketing years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the 
apportionment is made. The Secretary may by regulations provide for the dis- 
tribution of the farm share among individual producers on the farm on the 
basis of their respective shares in the wheat crop, or the proceeds thereof 

(4) If a producer is dissatisfied with the base acreage of his farm as deter- 
mined under paragraph (2), he may, if the wheat base acreage of the farm is 
less than fifteen acres, apply to the Secretary who shall establish an adjusted 
base acreage for the farm of not to exceed the smaller of fifteen acres or the aver 
age acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately preced- 
ing years not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat times the 
ratio of the total base acrease of the county for 1960 to the total acreage allot- 
ment for such county for such year. In the case of a farm which is located in a 
State which was, on the date of enactment of the Wheat Marketing Act of 
1960 outside of the commercial wheat producing area, the past acreage of 
wheat for the farm in any year shall be considered to be the average acreage 
seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately preceding years 
not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat, State and county 
shares of the national wheat requirement for primary use shall be increase 
by the amount necessary to reflect any increases which may result from the 
application of this paragraph. The Commodity Credit Corporation shall pur- 
chase an amount not to exceed such increased shares plus the amount of pri- 
mary-use wheat specified in paragraphs (2) and (4) of subsection 879(b) if 
at any time during the marketing year prices received by farmers for primary- 
use wheat drops below 90 percentum of the parity price for the month such 
purchase was made. 
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“PRIMARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Sec. 379d. (a) No person shail process wheat into food products composed 
wholly or partly of wheat, and no person shall export wheat which has not been 
so processed, unless such wheat is certified to be primary-use wheat or to repre- 
sent primary-use whea 

“(b) For the purposes of subsection (a), wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to be primary-use wheat if 

“(1) the producer thereof designates it as primary-use wheat and certifies 
that the amount thereof, when added to other wheat marketed by such 
producer as primary-use wheat during such marketing year, does not exceed 
the farm share of the national wheat requirement for primary use (or 
portion thereof distributed to such producer) and that the farm on which 
produced is in compliance with section 379f, 

“(2) the producer thereof certifies that it was harvested prior to the 
calendar year in which the first marketing year for which this subtitle is 
in effect begins, and could have been sold prior to the beginning of such 
marketing year without the payment of a marketing penalty under the 
Act of May 26, 1941 (7 U.S.C, 1340), and that no wheat has been substituted 
therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

“(3) such wheat was purchased from the Commodity Credit Corporation 
after the effective date of this Act at the price specified in section 407 of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, and the purchaser certifies that no 
wheat has been substituted therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

“(4) such wheat was in the channels of trade on the effective date of this 
Act. 

“(¢) For the purposes of this section (1) wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to represent primary-use wheat if the person from whom the wheat 
was obtained certified that such wheat was, or has been substituted for an equal 
quantity of wheat which was, certified to be primary-use wheat or to represent 
primary-use wheat when he obtained it, and (2) wheat marketed 1 \.»r to the 
beginning of a marketing year shall be considered to have been ma-keted sub- 
sequent to the beginning of such marketing year if it is harvested during the 
calendar year in which such marketing year begins. 

“(d) Certifications required under this section may be made through the use 
of certificates, marketing cards, endorsements on bills of lading or warehouse 
receipts, or in any other manner, as may be prescribed in regulations of the 
Secretary. 

“(e) No farm share (or portion thereof) of the national wheat requirement 
for primary use, and no right to consider wheat as primary-use wheat or as 
representing primary-use wheat, may be transferred except in connection with 
the transfer of wheat, as provided in this section. 


“FORFEITURES FOR VIOLATIONS 


“Sec. 379e Any person who 
1) violates section 379d (a), or 

“(2) in connection with the sale or other transfer of wheat, falsely cer- 
tifies or otherwise represents wheat to be primary-use wheat, or to be wheat 
which represents primary-use wheat, when such wheat does not meet the 

requirements of section 379d, 
shall forfeit to the United States a sum equal to three times the number of 
bushels of wheat involved in the violations, multiplied by the parity price of 
wheat for the month in which the misrepresentation occurs. Such forfeiture 
shall be recoverable in a civil action brought in the name of the United States. 


“LAND REQUIREMENT 


“Sec. S70f. No wheat producer shall be eligible to participate in a program 
under this subtitle for any year unless he has placed in a land retirement soil 
conserving use a portion of ‘the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per centum 
of the base acreage of the farm established under section 379c. Such land 
retirement soil conserving use shall meet such requirements as the Secretary 
may prescribe. No payments shall be made to producers for complying with the 
first sentence. In any year in which the conservation reserve program under 
the Soil Bank Act or similar land retirement program is in effect, a wheat pro- 
ducer, in order to be eligible to participate in programs under this subtitle, 
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must place an additional portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 
per centum of the base acreage of the farm as so established in such program, 
to the extent the funds available for such program permit. 


“ADJUSTMENT IN NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379g. If the Secretary has reason to believe that because of a national 
emergency or because of a material increase in demand for wheat, the amount 
of primary-use wheat should be increased, he shall cause an immediate investi- 
gation to be made to determine whether the increase is necessary in order 
to meet such emergency or increase in the demand for wheat. If, on the basis 
of such investigation, the Secretary finds that such increase is necessary, he 
shall immediately proclaim such finding (and if he finds an increase is neces- 
sary, the amount of the increase found by him to be necessary) and there- 
upon such requirements for the next succeeding marketing year shall be so 
increased. In case any national wheat requirement for primary use is in- 
creased under this section, each farm share for wheat shall be increased in 
the same ratio. 

“REPORTS AND RECORDS 

“Sec. 379h. (a) The provisions of section 373(a) of this Act shall apply to 
all persons, except wheat producers, who are subject to the provisions of this 
subtitle, except that any such person failing to make any report or keep any 
record as required by this section or making any false report or record shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be subject to 
a fine of not more than $2,000 for each such violation. 

“(b) The provisions of section 373(b) of this Act shall apply to all wheat 
farmers who are subject to the provisions of this subtitle.” 


“PURCHITASES BY COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


“Sec. 379i. If the Secretary determines that the sum of the number of 
bushels of wheat which, during a marketing year, will or are likely to (1) be 
consumed as human food in the United States, or outside the United States by 
members of the Armed Forces, (2) be processed into food products composed 
wholly of partly of wheat and exported, or (3) be exported in unprocessed form, 
exceeds by more than fifty million’ bushels the estimate of such sum used in 
determining the national wheat requirement for primary use for such market- 
ing year, then the Secretary shall add to his estimate for the next year an 
amount equal to such excess. In the event such sum falls short of the estimate 
of such sum used in determining the national wheat requirement for primary 
use for such marketing vear then the Commodity Credit Corporation shall 
purchase at parity in the month in which such purchase is made during such 
marketing year sufficient number of bushels of wheat to eliminate such shortage, 


“SECONDARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Sec. 379j. Except as provided in section 379d (a), nothing in this subtitle shall 
be considered to prohibit or restrict the transfer or use of wheat for secondary 
use. For purposes of this subsection, wheat shall be for secondary use if it is 
not (1) consumed for human food in the United 
States by members of the Armed Forces, (2) processed into food products 
composed wholly or partly of food products and exported, or (3) exported in 


unprocessed form. 


States. or outside the United 


“EXPORT SUBSIDIES 


“Src. 379k. Subsidies required to export wheat shall be paid in kind, up to a 
maximum of fifty million bushels in any year, from stocks of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, and any additional subsidy required to attain the estimated 
exports for that year shall be paid in cash.” 

Sec. 4. Section 361 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended 
by striking out “wheat,” and by inserting before the period at the end thereof 
the following: “, and to the publication and review of farm shares of the national 
wheat requirement for primary use established under subtitle D”’. 

Sec. 5. Part III of subtitle B of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938 and Public Law 74 of the Seventy-seventh Congress (7 U.S.C, 
1340) shall not apply with respect to marketing years beginning on and after 


July 1, 1961. 
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Sec. 6. Title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 


“PRICE SUPPORT (WHEAT) 


“Sec. 106. Notwithstanding any provision of section 101 of this Act, beginning 
with the 1961 crop of wheat, price support shall be made available through 
loans to producers of wheat at a level not less than 75 per centum of the 
parity price for wheat as determined by the Secretary as of May 1 prior to the 
beginning of the marketing year, on the amounts of the farm share of the national 
wheat requirement for primary use of such producers for such year.” 

Sec. 7. Section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by inserting 
immediately after the fourth sentence thereof the following: “The Corporation 
shall not sell or transfer any wheat for a primary use described in clauses (1), 
(2), or (3) of section 379b of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 use at less 
than the parity price of wheat for the month in which such sale or transfer is 
made, except that the Corporation may make sales for secondary use at below 
such price for any of the purposes specified in clauses (A), (D), and (E) above 
or in the next to the last sentence of this section. In no event shall the Corpora- 
tion sell or transfer more than one hundred and fifty million bushels of wheat 
for primary use in any marketing year when the price received by farmers for 
primary-use wheat is expected to be less than the parity price thereof.” 

Sec. 8. The provisions of subtitle D of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, which were added by section 2 of this Act, shall be in effect only with 
respect to the marketing year beginning July 1, 1961, and each of the succeeding 
marketing years. 


[ H.R. 11018, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to establish a 
marketing program for wheat 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Wheat 
Marketing Act of 1960”. 

Sec. 2. Section 801(a)(1)(B) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1988 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: “As used in 
this subparagraph the term ‘prices’ as applied to wheat shall mean the average 
price received by farmers for primary-use wheat.” 

Sec. 3. Title ILI of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
further amended (1) by designating subtitles D and E as subtitles E and F, 


respectively, and (2) by inserting after subtitle C a new subtitle D as follows: 


“SUBTITLE D—MARKETING PROGRAM FOR WHEAT 


“LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS 


Sec. 87Va. Wheat, in additon to being a basic food, is one of the great export 
crops of American agriculture and its production for domestic consumption and 
for export is essential to the maintenance of a sound national economy and to 
the general welfare. The movement of wheat from producer to consumer, in the 
form of the commodity or any of the products thereof, is preponderantly in in- 
terstate and foreign commerce. That small percentage of wheat which is pro- 
duced and consumed within the contines of any State is normally commingled 
with, and always bears a close and intimate commercial and competitive rela- 
tionship to, that quantity of such commodity which moves in interstate and 
foreign commerce. For this reason, any regulation of intrastate commerce in 
wheat is a regulation of commerce which is in competition with, or which other- 
wise affects, obstructs, or burdens interstate commerce in the commodity. In 
order to provide an adequate and balanced flow of wheat in interstate and 
foreign commerce and thereby assist farmers in obtaining parity of income by 
marketing wheat for domestic consumption and export at parity prices, and to 
assure consumers an adequate and steady supply of wheat at fair prices, it is 
necessary to regulate all commerce in wheat in the manner provided by this 
subtitle. 

“NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379b. Not later than May 15 of each calendar year, the Secretary shall 
determine and proclaim the national wheat requirement for primary use which 
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shall be in effect with respect to the marketing of wheat during the marketing 
year beginning on July 1 of the next succeeding calendar year. The national] 
Wheat requirement for primary use for any marketing year shall be a number 
of bushels equal to the sum of the number of bushels which he estimates (1) will] 
be consumed as human food in the United States, or outside the United States 
by members of the Armed Forces, during such marketing year, (2) will be 
processed into food products composed wholly or partly of wheat and exported 
during each marketing year, and (8) or will be exported during such marketing 
year in unprocessed form, less one hundred and fifty million bushels, except that, 
if exports of wheat in unprocessed form are estimated to exceed four hundred 
and fifty million bushels during such marketing year, and the Secretary de- 
termines that the stocks of the Commodity Credit Corporation are excessive this 
reduction shall be increased by one-half of the excess above four hundred and 
fitfy million bushels. For purposes of this subtitle, the term ‘food’ does not 
include liquor or beverages, and the term ‘export’ includes any wheat used 
by the Secretary to make export subsidy payments, but does not include ship 
ments of food products for consumption by the Armed Forces outside the United 
States. 


“APPORTIONMENT OF NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIMARY USI 


“Sec. 379¢e. (a) (1) The national wheat requirement for primary use, less a 
reserve of not to exceed 1 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in 
this subsection, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the several States 
in such manner that the share of the requirement of any State will bear the 
same ratio to the national requirement as a figure determined by multiplying the 
base acreage of such State by its average yield bears to the corresponding figure 
for all of the States. 

2) For the purpose of this subsection 

“(A) the base acreage of a State shall be the average acreage seeded 
for the production of primary-use wheat during the ten calendar years im- 
mediately preceding the calendar year in which the national wheat re- 
quirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather conditions 
and for trends in acreage during such period, except that where such ten- 
year period includes one or more years during which part III of subtitle B 
of this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary- 
use Wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be deemed 
to be the acreage determined for Purposes of section 334(c¢) while it was 
in effect to have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus 
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the acreage diverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year 
period covers one or more yveurs in addition to those in which part ITI 
acreage seeded of primary-use wheat for such years shall be deemed to be 
of subtitle B of this title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the 
the wheat base acres for such years, and 

“(B) the average vield of the State shall be the average, weighted by the 
county base acreage, of the normal yields of the counties in the State 


2) The reserve set aside here in for apportionment by the Secret ny shanll be 


used to make increases in the share of the requirement apportioned to counties 
under subsection (hb) of this section, on the basis of the relative needs of counties 
for an additional share of the requirement because of reclamation and other 
new areas coming into the production of wheat during the ten calendar years 


ending with the calendar vear preceding the vear in which the national wheat 
requirement for primary use is proclaimed 

“(b) (1) The State share of the national requirement for wheat, less a reserve 
of not to exceed 2 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in subsee- 
tion (¢) of this section, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the counties 
in the State in such manner that the share of the requirement of any county 
will bear the same ratio to the State share as a figure determined by multiplying 
the base acreage of such county by its normal yield bears te the corresponding 
figure for all of the counties in such State. 

“(2)(A) For the purpose of this subsection, the base acreage of a county shall 
be the average acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat during 
the ten calendar years immediately preceding the calendar year in which the 
national requirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather 
conditions and for trends in acreage during such period, except that where such 
ten-year period includes one or more years during which part III of subtitle B of 
this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary-use 
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wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be deemed to be the 
acreage determined for the purposes of section 334(b) while it was in effect to 
have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus the acreage diverted 
for such year, and except that where such ten-year period covers one or more 
years in addition to those in which part III of subtitle B of this title was in 
effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage seeded of primary-use wheat 
for such years shall be deemed to be the wheat base acres for such years, and 

“(B) for purposes of this subsection the county normal yield shall be the 
normal yield established for the first year of the operation of this Act. 

“(¢)(1) The county share of the national requirement shall be apportioned 
by the Secretary, through the county committees, among the farms within the 
county on which wheat has been planted during any one of the three marketing 
years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the apportionment is 
made, in such manner that the share for any farm shall bear the same ratio to 
the county share as a figure determined by multiplying the base acreage of such 
farm by its normal yield bears to a corresponding figure for all of the farms in 
such county entitled to receive a share of the national requirement for wheat. 

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection, subject to the provisions of paragraph 
(4), the base acreage of a farm shall be determined by apportioning, through 
the county committees, the county base acreage among the farms in the county 
on the basis of past acreage of wheat, tillable acres, crop rotation practices, type 
of soil, and topography. The past acreage of wheat on a farm for purposes of 
this subsection for any year during which part III of subtitle B of this title was 
in effect shall be the same as the past acreage of wheat on the farm as determined 
for the purposes of section 334(¢) while it was in effect. 

“(3) Not more than 2 per centum of the State share shall be used for apportion- 
ment to farms on which wheat has not been planted during any of the three mar- 
keting yeurs immediately preceding the marketing year in which the apportion- 
ment is made. The Secretary may by regulations provide for the distribution 
of the farm share among individual producers on the farm on the basis of their 
respective shares in the wheat crop, or the proceeds thereof. 

“(4) If a producer is dissatisfied with the base acreage of his farm as deter- 
mined under paragraph (2), he may, if the wheat base acreage of the farm is less 
than fifteen acres, apply to the Secretary who shall establish an adjusted base 
acreage for the farm of not to exceed the smaller of fifteen acres or the average 
acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately preceding 
years not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat times the ratio 
of the total base acreage of the county for 1960 to the total acreage allotment for 
such county for such vear. In the case of a farm which is located in a State 
which was, on the date of enactment of the Wheat Marketing Act of 1960, 
outside of the commercial wheat producing area, the past acreage of wheat for the 
furm in any year shall be considered to be the average acreage seeded to wheat 
for harvest as grain during the immediately preceding years not+to exceed ten, 
beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat, State and county shares of the national 
wheat requirement for primary use shall be increased by the amount necessary 
to reflect any increases which may result from the application of this paragraph. 
The Commodity Credit Corporation shall purchase an amount not to exceed such 
increased shares plus the amount of primary-use wheat specified in paragraphs 
(2) and (4) of subsection 379(b) if at any time during the marketing year 
prices received by farmers for primary-use wheat drops below 90 per centum of 
the parity price for the month such purchase was made. 


“PRIMARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Sec. 379d. (a) No person shall process wheat into food products composed 
wholly or partly of wheat, and no person shall export wheat which has not 
been so processed, unless such wheat is certified to be primary-use wheat or to 
represent primary-use wheat. 

“(b) For the purposes of subsection (a), wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to be primary-use wheat if— 

“(1) the producer hereof designates it as primary-use wheat and certi- 
fies that the amount thereof, when added to other wheat marketed by such 
producer as primary-use wheat during such marketing year, does not 
exceed the farm share of the national wheat requirement for primary use 
(or portion thereof distributed to such producer) and that the farm on 
which produced is in compliance with section 379f. 
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(2) the producer thereof certifies that it was harvested prior to the 
ealendar year in which the first marketing year for which this subtitle 
is in effect begins, and could have been sold prior to the beginning of such 
marketing year without the payment of a marketing penalty under the 
Act of May 26, 1941 (7 U.S.C. 1340), and that no wheat has been substi- 
tuted therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

“(3) such wheat was purchased from the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion after the effective date of this Act at the price specified in section 
407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, and the purchaser certi- 
fies that no wheat has been substituted therefor as primary-use wheat, 
and 

*“(4) such wheat was in the channels of trade on the effective date of 
this Act. 

““(e) For the purposes of this section (1) wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to represent primary-use wheat if the person from whom the wheat 
was obtained certified that such wheat was, or has been substituted for an 
equal quantity of wheat which was, certified to be primary-use wheat or 
to represent primary-use Wheat when he obtained it, and (2) wheat marketed 
prior to the beginning of a marketing year shall be considered to have been 
marketed subsequent to the beginning of such marketing year if it is har- 
vested during the calendar year in which such marketing year begins. 

“(d) Certifications required under this section may be made through the 
use of certificates, marketing cards, endorsements on bills of lading or ware- 
house receipts, or in any other manner, 4s may be prescribed in regulations of 
the Secretary. 

“(e) No farm share (or portion thereof) of the national wheat requirement 
for primary use, and no right to consider wheat as primary-use wheat or as 
representing primary-use wheat, may be transferred except in connection with 
the transfer of wheat, as provided in this section. 


“FORFEITURES FOR VIOLATIONS 


Sec. 379e. Any person who 
*“(1) violates section 379d (a), or 
“(2) in connection with the sale or other transfer of wheat, falsely 
certifies or otherwise represents wheat to be primary-use wheat, or to be 
wheat which represents primary-use wheat, when such wheat does not 
meet the requirements of section 379d, 
shall forfeit to the United States a sum equal to three times the number of 
bushels of wheat involved in the violations, multiplied by the parity price of 
wheat for the month in which the misrepresentation occurs. Such forfeiture 
shall be recoverable in a civil action brought in the name of the United States, 


“LAND RETIREMENT 
Sec. 379f. No wheat producer shall be eligible to participate in a program 
under this subtitle for any vear unless he has placed in a land retirement soil 
conserving use a portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per centum 
of the base acreage of the farm established under section 379¢c. Such land re- 
tirement soil conserving use shall meet such requirements as the Secretary may 
prescribe. No payments shall be made to producers for complying with the first 
sentence. In any year in which the conservation reserve program under the 
Soil Bank Act or similar land retirement program is in effect, a wheat producer, 
in order to be eligible to participate in programs under this subtitle, mfst place 
an additional portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per centum 
of the base acreage of the farm as so established in such program, to the 
extent the funds available for such program permit. 


“ADJUSTMENT IN NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 879g. If the Secretary has reason to believe that because of a national 
emergency or because of a material increase in demand for wheat, the amount 
of primary-use wheat should be increased, he shall cause an immediate investi- 
gation to be made to determine whether the increase is necessary in order to 
meet such emergency or increase in the demand for wheat. If, on the basis of 

neh investigation. the Secretary finds that such increase is necessary, he shall 
immediately proclaim such finding (and if he finds an increase is necessary, 
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the amount of the increase found by him to be necessary) and thereupon such 
requirements for the next succeeding marketing year shall be so increased. In 
case any national wheat requirement for primary use is increased under this 
section, each farm share for wheat shall be increased in the same ratio. 


“REPORTS AND RECORDS 


ono 


“Sec. 379h. (a) The provisions of section 373(a) of this Act shall apply to 
all persons, except wheat producers, who are subject to the provisions of this 
subtitle, except that any such person failing to make any report or keep any 
record as required by this section or making any false report or record shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be subject 
to a fine of not more than $2,000 for each such violation. 

“(b) The provisions of section 873(b) of this Act shall apply to all wheat 
farmers who are subject to the provisions of this. subtitle.” 


“PURCHASES BY COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


“Sec. 370i. If the Secretary determines that the sum of the number of bushels 
of wheat which, during a marketing year, will or are likely to (1) be consumed 
as human food in the United States, or outside the United States by members 
of the Armed Forces, (2) be processed into food products composed wholly or 
partly of Wheat and exported, or (3) be exported in unprocessed form, exceeds 
by more than fifty million bushels the estimate of such sum used in determining 
the national wheat requirement for primary use for such marketing vear, then 
the Secretary shall add to his estimate for the next year an amount equal to such 
excess. In the event snch sum falls short of the estimate of such sum used in 
determining the national wheat requirement for primary use for such marketing 
vear then the Commodity Credit Corporation shall purchase at parity in the 
month in which such purchase is made during such marketing year sufficient 
number of bushels of wheat to eliminate such shortage. 


“SECONDARY USE OF WHEAT 

“Sec. 379j. Except as provided in section 379d(a), nothing in this subtitle 
shall be considered to prohibit or restrict the transfer or use of wheat for sec- 
ondary use. For purposes of this subsection, wheat shall be for secondary use 
if it is not (1) consumed for human food in the United States, or outside the 
United States by members of the Armed Forces, (2) processed into food products 
composed wholly or partly of food products and exported, or (3) exported in 
unprocessed form. 


“EXPORT SUBSIDIES 


“Sec. 379k. Subsidies required to export wheat shall be paid in kind, up to a 
maximum of fifty million bushels in any year, from stocks of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, and any additional subsidy required to attain the estimated 
exports for that year shall be paid in cash.” 

Sec. 4. Section 361 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended 
by striking out ‘‘wheat,’ and by inserting before the period at the end thereof 
the following: “, and to the publication and review of farm shares of the national 
Wheat requirement for primary use established under subtitle D”. 

Sec. 5. Part III of subtitle B of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 and Public Law 74 of the Seventy-seventh Congress (7 U.S.C. 1340) 
shall not apply with respect to marketing years beginning on and after July 1, 
1961. 

Sec. 6. Title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 


“PRICE SUPPORT (WHEAT) 


“Sec. 106. Notwithstanding any provision of section 101 of this Act, beginning 
With the 1961 crop of wheat, price support shall be made available through loans 
to producers of wheat at a level not less than 75 per centum of the parity price 
for wheat as determined hy the Secretary as of May 1 prior to the beginning of 
the marketing year, on the amounts of the farm share of the national wheat 
requirement for primary use of such producers for such year.” 

Sec. 7. Section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by inserting 
immediately after the fourth sentence thereof the following: “The Corporation 
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shall not sell or transfer any wheat for a primary use described in clauses (1 bs 
(2), or (8) of section 379b of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 use at 
less than the parity price of wheat for the month in which such sale or transfer 
is made, except that the Corporation may make sales for secondary use at below 
such price for any of the purposes specified in clauses (A), (DD), and (E) above 
or in the next to the last sentence of this section. In no event shall the Corpo- 
ration sell or transfer more than one hundred and fifty million bushels of wheat 
for primary use in any marketing year when the price received by farmers for 
primary-use wheat is expected to be less than the parity price thereof.” 

Sec. 8. The provisions of subtitle D of title III of the Agricultural Adjust. 
ment Act of 1988, which were added by section 2 of this Act, shall be in effect 
only with respect to the marketing year beginning July 1, 1961, and each of the 
succeeding marketing years. 


[H.R. 11019, S6th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to establish a 
marketing program for wheat 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Wheat 
Marketing Act of 1960”. 

Sec. 2. Section 301(a)(1)(B) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: “As used 
in this subparagraph the term ‘prices’ as applied to wheat shall mean the average 
price received by farmers for primary-use wheat.” 

Sec. 3. Title II of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
further amended (1) by designating subtitles D and FE as subtitles FE and F, 


» 


respectively, and (2) by inserting after subtitle C a new subtitle D as follows: 
“SusprirLeE D—MARKETING PROGRAM FOR WHEAT 


“LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS 


“Sec. 379a. Wheat, in addition to being a basic food, is one of the great export 
crops of American agriculture and its production for domestic consumption and 
for export is essential to the maintenance of a sound national economy and to 
the general welfare. The movement of wheat from producer to consumer, in the 
form of the commodity or any of the products thereof, is preponderantly in 
interstate and foreign commerce. Thit small percentage of wheat which is pro- 
duced and consumed within the confines of any State is normally commingled 
with, and always bears a close and intimate commercial and competitive rela- 
tionship to, that quantity of such commodity which moves in interstate and 
foreign commerce. For this reason, any regulation of intrastate commerce in 
wheat is a regulation of commerce which is in competition with, or which other- 
wise affects, obstructs, or burdens interstate commerce in the commodity. In 
order to provide an adequate and balanced flow of wheat in interstate and foreign 
commerce and thereby assist farmers in obtaining parity of income by market- 
ing wheat for domestic consumption and export at parity prices, and to assure 
consumers an adequate and steady supply of wheat at fair prices, it is necessary 
to regulate all commerce in wheat in the manner provided by this subtitle. 


“NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379b. Not later than May 15 of each calendar year, the Secretary shall 
determine and proclaim the national wheat requirement for primary use which 
shall be in effect with respect to the marketing of wheat during the marketing 
year beginning on July 1 of the next succeeding calendar year. The national 
wheat requirement for primary use for any marketing year shall be a number 
of bushels equal to the sum of the number of bushels which he estimates (1) 
will be consumed as human food in the United States, or outside the United 
States by members of the Armed Forces, during such marketing year, (2) will 
be processed into food products composed wholly or partly of wheat and exported 
during each marketing year, and (3) or will be exported during such marketing 
year in unprocessed form, less one hundred and fifty million bushels, except that, 
if exports of wheat in unprocessed form are estimated to exceed four hundred 
and fifty million bushels during such marketing year, and the Secretary de- 
termines that the stocks of the Commodity Credit Corporation are excessive this 
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reduction shall be increased by one-half of the excess above four hundred and 
fifty million bushels. ‘or purposes of this subtitle, the term ‘food’ does not include 
liquor or beverages, and the term ‘export’ includes any wheat used by the 
Secretary to make export subsidy payments, but does not include shipments 
of food products for consumption by the Armed Forces outside the United States. 


“APPORTIONMENT OF NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379c. (a) (1) The national wheat requirement for primary use, less a 
reserve of not to exceed 1 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in 
this subsection, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the several States 
in such manner that the share of the requirement of any State will bear the 
same ratio to the national requirement as a figure determined by multiplying 
the base acreage of such State by its average yield bears to the corresponding 
tigure for all of the States. 

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection 

“(A) the base acreage of a State shall be the average acreage seeded for 
the production of primary-use wheat during the ten calendar years imme- 
diately preceding the calendar year in which the national wheat requirement 
is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather conditions and for 
trends in acreage during such period, except that where such ten-year period 
includes One or more years during which part III of subtitle B of this title 
was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat 
in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be deemed to be the 
acreage determined for purposes of section 334(c¢c) while it was in effeet to 
have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus the acreage 
diverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year period covers 
one or more years in addition to those in which part III of subtitle B of this 
title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage seeded for 
primary-use wheat for such years shall be deemed to be the wheat base 
acres for such years, and 

“(B) the average yield of the State shall be the average, weighted by the 
county base acreage, of the normal yields of the counties in the State. 

“(3) The reserve set aside herein for apportionment by the Secretary shall 
be used to make increases in the share of the requirement apportioned to 
counties under subsection (b) of this section, on the basis of the relative needs 
of counties for an additional share of the requirement because of reclamation 
and other new areas coming into the production of wheat during the ten calen- 
dar years ending with the calendar year preceding the year in which the national 
wheat requirement for primary use is proclaimed. 

“(b)(1) The State share of the national requirement for wheat, less a re- 
serve of not to exceed 2 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in 
subsection (c) of this section, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among 
the counties in the State in such manner that the share of the requirement of 
any county will bear the same ratio to the State share as a figure determined by 
multiplying the base acreage of such county by its normal yield bears to the 
corresponding figure for all of the counties in such State. 

“(2) (A) For the purpose of this subsection, the base acreage of a county 
shall be the average acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat 
during the ten calendar years immediately preceding the calendar year in which 
the national requirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather 
conditions and for trends in acreage during such period, except that where such 
ten-year period includes one or more years during which part III of subtitle B 
of this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary-use 
wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be deemed to be 
the acreage determined for the purposes of section 334(b) while it was in effect 
to have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus the acreage 
diverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year period covers one 
or more years in addition to those in which part III of subtitle B of this title 
was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage seeded of primary- 
use wheat for such years shall be deemed to be the wheat base acres for such 
years, and 

“(B) for purposes of this subsection the county normal yield shall be the 
normal yield established for the first year of the operation of this Act. 

“(e)(1) The county share of the national requirement shall be apportioned 
by the Secretary, through the county committees, among the farms within the 
county on which wheat has been planted during any one of the three marketing 
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years immediatetry preceding the marketing year in which the apportionment is 
made, in such manner that the share for any farm shall bear the same ratio to 
the county share as a figure determined by multiplying the base acreage of 
such farm by its normal yield bears to a corresponding figure for all of the farms 
in such county entitled to receive a share of the national requirement for wheat. 

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection, subject to the provisions of paragraph 
(4), the base acreage of a farm shall be determined by apportioning, through 
the county committees, the county base acreage among the farms in the county 
on the basis of past acreage of wheat, tillable acres, crop rotation practices, type 
of soil, and topography. The past acreage of wheat on a farm for purposes of 
this subsection for any year during which part IIT of subtitle B of this title 
was in effect shall be the same as the past acreage of wheat on the farm as de- 
termined for the purposes of section 334(c) while it was in effect. 

“(3) Not more than 2 per centum of the State share shall be used for appor- 
tionment to farms on which wheat has not been planted during any of the three 
marketing years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the ap- 
portionment is made. The Secretary may by regulations provide for the distri- 
bution of the farm share among individual producers on the farm on the basis 
of their respective shares in the wheat crop, or the proceeds thereof. 

“(4) If a producer is dissatisfied with the base acreage of his farm as deter- 
mined under paragraph (2), he may, if the wheat base acreage of the farm is 
less than fifteen acres, apply to the Secretary who shall establish an adjusted 
base acreage for the farm of not to exceed the smaller of fifteen acres or the 
average acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately 
preceding years not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat times 
the ratio of the total base acreage of the county for 1960 to the total acreage 
allotment for such county for such year. In the case of a farm which is located 
in a State which was, on the date of enactment of the Wheat Marketing Act of 
1960, outside of the commercial wheat producing area, the past acreage of wheat 
for the farm in any year shall be considered to be the average acreage seeded 
to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately preceding years not to 
exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat, State and county shares of 
the national wheat requirement for primary use shall be increased by the amount 
necessary to reflect any increases which may result from the application of 
this paragraph. The Commodity Credit Corporation shall purchase an amount 
not to exceed such increased shares plus the amount of primary-use wheat spe- 
cified in paragraphs (2) and (4) of subsection 379(b) if at any time during 
the marketing year prices received by farmers for primary-use wheat drops 
below 90 per centum of the parity price for the month such purchase was made. 


“PRIMARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Sec. 379d. (a) No person shall process wheat into food products composed 
wholly or partly of wheat, and no person shall export wheat which has not been 
so processed, unless such wheat is certified to be primary-use wheat or to 
represent primary-use wheat. 

“(b) For the purposes of subsection (a), wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to be primary-use wheat if 

“(1) the producer thereof designates it as primary-use wheat and certi- 
fies that the amount thereof, when added to other wheat marketed by such 
producer as primary-use wheat during such marketing year, does not ex- 
ceed the farm share of the national wheat requirement for primary use (or 
portion thereof distributed to such producer) and that the farm on which 
produced is in compliance with section 379f, 

“(2) the producer thereof certifies that it was harvested prior to the 
calendar year in which the first marketing year for which this subtitle is 
in effect begins, and could have been sold prior to the beginning of such 
marketing year without the payment of a marketing penalty under the 
Act of May 26, 1941 (7 U.S.C. 1340), and that no wheat has been sub- 
stituted therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

“(3) such wheat was purchased from the Commodity Credit Corporation 
after the effective date of this Act at the price specified in section 407 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, and the purchaser certifies that 
no wheat has been substituted therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

(4) such wheat was in the channels of trade on the effective date of 
this Act. 
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“(c) For the purposes of this section (1) wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to represent primary-use wheat if the person from whom the wheat 
was obtained certified that such wheat was, or has been substituted for an 
equal quantity of wheat which was, certified to be primary-use wheat or to 
represent primary-use wheat when he obtained it, and (2) wheat marketed 
prior to the beginning of a marketing year shall be considered to have been 
marketed subsequent to the beginning of such marketing year if it is harvested 
during the calendar year in which such marketing year begins. 

“(qd) Certifications required under this section may be made through the use 
of certificates, marketing cards, endorsements on bills of lading or warehouse 
receipts, Or in any other manner, as may be prescribed in regulations of the 
Secretary. 

“(e) No farm share (or portion thereof) of the national wheat requirement 
for primary use, and no right to consider wheat as primary-use wheat or as 
representing primary-use wheat, may be transferred except in connection with 
the transfer of wheat, as provided in this section. 


““FORFEITURES FOR VIOLATIONS 


“Sec. 379e. Any person who— 
“(1) violates section 379d(a), or 
(2) in connection with the sale or other transfer of wheat, falsely cer- 
tifies or otherwise represents wheat to be primary-use wheat, or to be wheat 
which represents primary-use wheat, when such wheat does not meet the 
requirements of section 379d, 
shall forfeit to the United States a sum equal to three times the number of 
bushels of wheat involved in the violations, multiplied by the parity price of 
wheat for the month in which the misrepresentation occurs. Such forfeiture 
shall be recoverable in a civil action brought in the name of the United States. 


“LAND RETIBEMENT 


“Sec. 379f. No wheat producer shall be eligible to participate in a program 
under this subtitle for any year unless he has placed in a land retirement soil 
conserving use a portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per centum 
of the base acreage of the farm established under section 379c. Such land 
retirement soil conserving use shall meet such requirements as the Secretary 
may prescribe. No payments shall be made to producers for complying with 
the first sentence. In any year in which the conservation reserve program 
under the Soil Bank Act or similar land retirement program is in effect, a 
wheat producer, in order to be eligible to participate in programs under this 
subtitle, must place an additional portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal 
to 10 per centum of the base acreage of the farm as so estahlished in such 
programm, to the extent the funds available for such program permit. 


“ADJUSTMENT IN NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379g. If the Secretary has reason to believe that because of a national 
emergency or because of a material increase in demand for wheat, the amount 
of primary-use wheat should be increased, he shall cause an immediate investi- 
gation to be made to determine whether the increase is necessary in order 
to meet such emergency or increase in the demand for wheat. If, on the basis 
of such investigation, the Secretary finds that such increase is necessary, he 
shall immediately proclaim such finding (and if he finds an increase is neces- 
sary, the amount of the increase found by him to be necessary) and thereupon 
such requirements for the next succeeding marketing year shall be so increased. 
In case any national wheat requirement for primary use is increased under this 
section, each farm share for wheat shall be increased in the same ratio. 


“REPORTS AND RECORDS 


ono 


“Sec. 3879h. (a) The provisions of section 378(a) of this Act shall apply to 
all persons, except wheat producers, who are subject to the provisions of this 
subtitle, except that any such person failing to make any report or keep any 
record as required by this section or making any false report or record shall 
he deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be subject 
to a fine of not more than $2,000 for each such violation. 
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“(b) The provisions of section 373(b) of this Act shall apply to all wheat 
farmers who are subject to the provisions of this subtitle. 


“PURCHASES BY COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


“Sec. 379i. If the Secretary determines that the sum of the number of bushels 
of wheat which, during a marketing year, will or are likely to (1) be consumed 
as human food in the United States, or outside the United States by members 
of the Armed Forces, (2) be processed into food products composed wholly 
or partly of wheat and exported, or (3) be exported in unprocessed form, ex- 
ceeds by more than fifty million bushels the estimate of such sum used in de 
termining the national wheat requirement for primary use for such marketing 
year, then the Secretary shall add to his estimate for the next year an amount 
equal to such excess. In the event such sum falls short of the estimate of such 
sum used in determining the national wheat requirement for primary use for 
such marketing year then the Commodity Credit Corporation shall purchase 
at parity in the month in which such purchase is made during such marketing 
year sufficient number of bushels of wheat to eliminate such shortage. 


“SECONDARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Sec. 379j. Except as provided in section 379d(a), nothing in this subtitle 
shall be considered to prohibit or restrict the transfer or use of wheat for 
secondary use. For purposes of this subsection, wheat shall be for secondary 
use if it is not (1) consumed for human food in the United States, or outside 
the United States by members of the Armed Forces, (2) processed into food 
products composed wholly or partly of food products and exported, or (3) 
exported in unprocessed form. 


“EXPORT SUBSIDIES 


“Sec. 379k. Subsidies required to export wheat shall be paid in kind, up to 
a maximum of fifty million bushels in any vear, from stocks of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, and any additional subsidy required to attain the estimated 
exports for that year shall be paid in cash.” 

Sec. 4. Section 361 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1983S is amended 
by striking out “wheat,” and by inserting before the period at the end thereof 
the following: “, and to the publication and review of farm shares of the na 
tional wheat requirement for primary use established under subtitle D”. 

Sec. 5. Part III of subtitle B of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1988 and Public Law 74 of the Seventy-seventh Congress (7 U.S.C. 1340) 
shall not apply with respect to marketing years beginning on and after July 1, 
1961. 

Sec. 6. Title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section : 


“PRICE SUPPORT (WHEAT) 


“See. 106. Notwithstanding any provision of section 101 of this Act, begin 
ning with the 1961 crop of wheat, price support shall be made available through 
loans to producers of wheat at a level not less than 75 per centum of the parity 
price for wheat as determined by the Secretary as of May 1 prior to the begin 
ning of the marketing year, on the amounts of the farm share of the national 
wheat requirement for primary use of such producers for such year.” 

Sec. 7. Section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by inserting 
immediately after the fourth sentence thereof the following: “The Corporation 
shall not sell or transfer any wheat for a primary use described in clauses 

1), (2), or (8) of section 3879b of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
use at less than the parity price of wheat for the month in which such sale 
or transfer is made, except that the Corporation may make sales for secondary 
use at below such price for any of the purposes specified in clauses (A), (D), 
and (BE) above or in the next to the last sentence of this section. In no event 
shall the Corporation sell or transfer more than one hundred and fifty million 
bushels of wheat for primary use in any marketing year when the price received 
by farmers for primary-use wheat is expected to be 
thereof.” 

Sec. & The provisions of subtitle D of title IIT of the Agricultural Adjust 
ment Act of 1938, which were added by section 2 of this Act, shall be in effect 
only with respect to the marketing year beginning July 1, 1961, and 
the succeeding marketing years 


less than the parity price 


each of 
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(H.R. 11020, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to establish a 
marketing program for wheat 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Wheat 
Marketing Act of 1960”. 

Sec. 2. Section 301(a)(1)(B) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: “‘As used in 
this subparagraph the term ‘prices’ as applied to wheat shall mean the average 
price received by farmers for primary-use wheat.” 

Sec. 3. Title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
further amended (1) by designating subtitles D and E as subtitles E and F, re- 
spectively, and (2) by inserting after subtitle C a new subtitle D as follows: 


“SUBTITLE D—MARKETING PROGRAM FOR WHEAT 
“LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS 


“Sec. 379a. Wheat, in addition to being a basic food, is one of the great ex- 
port crops of American agriculture and its production for domestic consumption 
and for export is essential to the maintenance of a sound national economy and 
to the general welfare. The movement of wheat from producer to consumer, in 
the form of the commodity or any of the products thereof, is preponderantly 
in interstate and foreign commerce. That small percentage of wheat which is 
produced and consumed within the confines of any State is normally commingled 
with, and always bears a close and intimate commercial and competitive relation- 
ship to, that quantity of such commodity which moves in interstate and foreign 
commerce. For this reason, any regulation of intrastate commerce in wheat is 
a regulation of commerce which is in competition with, or which otherwise af- 
fects, obstructs, or burdens interstate commerce in the commodity. In order 
to provide an adequate and balanced flow of what in interstate and foreign com- 
merce and thereby assist farmers in obtaining parity of income by marketing 
wheat for domestic consumption and export at parity prices, and to assure con- 
sumers an adequate and steady supply of wheat at fair prices, it is necessary to 
regulate all commerce in wheat in the manner provided by this subtitle. 


“NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 

879b. Not later than May 15 of each calendar year, the Secretary shall 
determine and proclaim the national wheat requirement for primary use which 
shall be in effect with respect to the marketing of wheat during the marketing 
year beginning on July 1 of the next succeeding calendar year. The national 
Wheat requirement for primary use for any marketing year shalkbe a number of 
bushels equal to the sum of the number of bushels which he estimates (1) will 
be consumed as human food in the United States, or outside the United States 
by members of the Armed Forces, during such marketing year, (2) will be 
processed into food products composed wholly or partly of wheat and exported 
during each marketing year, and (8) or will be exported during such marketing 
year in unprocessed form, less one hundred and fifty million bushels, except that, 
if exports of wheat in unprocessed form are estimated to exceed four hundred 
and fifty million bushels during such marketing year, and the Secretary deter- 
mines that the stocks of the Commodity Credit Corporation are excessive this 
reduction shall be increased by one-half of the excess above four hundred and 
fifty million bushels. For purposes of this subtitle, the term ‘food’ does not in- 
clude liquor or beverages, and the term ‘export’ includes any wheat used by the 
Secretary to make export subsidy payments, but does not include shipments of 
food products for consumption by the Armed Forces outside the United States. 


“SEC. 


“APPORTIONMENT OF NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIMARY USE 
“Sec. 379¢e. (a) (1) The national wheat requirement for primary use, less a 
reserve of not to exceed 1 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in 
this subsection, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the several States 
in such manner that the share of the requirement of any State will bear the same 
ratio to the national requirement as a figure determined by multiplying the base 
acreage of such State by its average yield bears to the corresponding figure for 
all of the States. 
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““(2) For the purpose of this subsection— 

“(A) the base acreage of a State shall be the average acreage seeded for 
the production of primary-use wheat during the ten calendar years immedi- 
ately preceding the calendar year in which the national wheat requirement 
is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather conditions and for 
trends in acreage during such period, except that where such ten-year period 
includes one or more years during which part III of subtitle B of this title 
was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat in 
ach such year for purposes of this subsection shall be deemed to be the 
acreage determined for purposes of section 334(c) while it was in effect 
to have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus the acre- 
age diverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year period 
covers one or more years in addition to those in which part III of subtitle 
B of this title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage 
seeded of primary-use wheat for such years shall be deemed to be the wheat 
base acres for such years, and 

“(B) the average yield of the State shall be the average, weighted by 
the county base acreage, of the normal yields of the counties in the State. 

“(3) The reserve set aside herein for apportionment by the Secretary shall be 
used to make increases in the share of the requirement apportioned to counties 
under subsection (b) of this section, on the basis of the relative needs of 
counties for an additional share of the requirement because of reclamation 
and other new areas coming into the production of wheat during the ten calendar 
years ending with the calendar year preceding the year in which the national 
wheat requirement for primary use is proclaimed. 

“(b)(1) The State share of the national requirement for wheat, less a reserve 
of not to exceed 2 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in sub- 
section (c) of this section, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the 
counties in the State in such manner that the share of the requirement of any 
county will bear the same ratio to the State share as a figure determined by 
multiplying the base acreage of such county by its normal yield bears to the 
corresponding figure for all of the counties in such State. 

“(2)(A) For the purpose of this subsection, the base acreage of a county 
shall be the average acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat 
during the ten calendar years immediately preceding the calendar year in which 
the national requirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather 
conditions and for trends in acreage during such period, except that where such 
ten-year period includes one or more years during which part III of subtitle B 
of this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary-use 
wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be deemed to be 
the acreage determined for the purposes of section 334(b) while it was in effect 
to have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus the acreage 
diverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year period covers one 
or more years in addition to those in which part III of subtitle B of this title 
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“(B) for purposes of this subsection of the county normal vield shall be the 
normal yield established for the first year of the operation of this Act. 

“(e)(1) The county share of the national requirement shall be apportioned 
by the Secretary, through the county commitees, among the farms within the 
county on which wheat has been planted during any one of the three market- 
ing years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the apportionment 
is made, in such manner that the shrae for any farm shall bear the same ratio 
to the county share as a figure determined by multiplying the base acreage 
of such farm by its normal yeild bears to a corresponding figure for all of the 
farms in such country entitled to receive a share of the national requirement 
for wheat. 

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection, subject to the provisions of paragraph 
(4), the base acreage of a farm shall be determined by apportioning, through 
the county committees, the county base acreage among the farms in the county 
on the basis of past acreage of wheat, tillable acres, crop rotation practices, type 
of soil, and topography. The past acreage of wheat on a farm for purposes of 
this subsection for any year during which part III of subtitle B of this title 
was in effect shall be the same as the past acreage of wheat on the farm as 
determined for the purposes of section 334(c) while it was in effect. 
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(3) Not more than 2 per centum of the State share shall be used for appor- 
tionment to farms on which wheat has not been planted during any of the three 
marketing years inmediately preceding the marketing year in which the appor- 
tionment is made. The Secretary may by regulations provide for the distribu- 
tion of the farm share among individual producers on the farm on the basis of 
their respective shares in the wheat crop, or the proceeds thereof. 

“(4) If a producer is dissatisfied with the base acreage of his farm as deter- 
mined under paragraph (2), he may, if the wheat base acreage of the farm is 

less than fifteen acres, apply to the Secretary who shall establish an adjusted 
base acreage for the farm of not to exceed the smaller of fifteen acres or the 
average acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately 
preceding years not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat times 
the ratio of the total base acreage of the county for 1960 to the total acreage 
allotment for such county for such year. In the case of a farm which is located 
in a State which was, on the date of enactment of the Wheat Marketing Act of 
1960, outside of the commercial wheat producing area, the past acreage of 
wheat for the farm in any year shall be considered to be the average acreage 
seeded for wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately preceding years 
not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat, State and county shares 
of the national wheat requirement for primary use shall be increased by the 
amount necessary to reflect any increases which may result from the applica- 
tion of this paragraph. The Commodity Credit Corporation shall purchase an 
amount not to exceed such increased shares plus the amount of primary-use 
wheat specified in paragraphs (2) and (4) of subsections 379(b) if at any 
time during the marketing year prices received by farmers for primary-use 
wheat drops below 90 per centum of the parity price for the month such purchase 
was made. 

“PRIMARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Seo. 379d. (a) No person shall process wheat into food products composed 
wholly or partly of wheat, and no person shall export wheat which has not been 
so processed, unless such wheat is certified to be primary-use wheat or to repre- 
sent primary-use wheat. 

“(b) For the purposes of subsection (a), wheat shall be considered to be cer- 
tified to be primary-use wheat if 

“(1) the producer thereof designates it as primary-use wheat and certi- 
fies that the amount thereof, when added to other wheat marketed by such 
producer as primary-use wheat during such marketing year, does not exceed 
the farm share of the national wheat requirement for primary use (or por- 
tion thereof distributed to such producer) and that the farm on which pro- 
duced is in compliance with section 379f, 

“(2) the producer thereof certifies that it was harvested prior to the 
calendar year in which the first marketing year for which-+this subtitle is 
in effect begins, and could have been sold prior to the beginning of such 
marketing year without the payment of a marketing penalty under the 
Act of May 26, 1941 (7 U.S.C. 1340), and that no wheat has been substituted 
therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

“(3) such wheat was purchased from the Commodity Credit Corporation 
after the effective date of this Act at the price specified in section 407 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, and the purchaser certifies that 
no wheat has been substituted therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

“(4) such wheat was in the channels of trade on the effective date of 
this Act. 

“(c¢) For the purposes of this section (1) wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to represent primary-use wheat if the person from whom the wheat 
Was obtained certified that such wheat was, or has been submitted for an equal 
quantity of wheat which was, certified to be primary-use wheat or to represent 
primary-use wheat when he obtained it, and (2) wheat marketed prior to the 
beginning of a marketing year shall be considered to have been marketed sub- 
sequent to the beginning of such marketing year if it is harvested during the 
calendar year in which such marketing year begins. 

“(d) Certifications required under this section may be made through the use 
of certificates, marketing cards, endorsements on bills of lading or warehouse 
receipts, or in any other manner, as may be prescribed in regulations of the 
Secretary. 








jv WHEAT 





‘(e) No farm share (or portion thereof) of the national wheat requirement 
for primary use, and no right to consider wheat as primary-use wheat or as rep- 
resenting primary-use wheat, may be transferred except in connection with the 
transfer of wheat, as provided in this section. 


“FORFEITURES FOR VIOLATIONS 
Sec. 87e. Any person who 
‘(1) violates section 379d (a), or 
‘(2) in connection with the sale or other transfer of wheat, falsely cer- 
tifies or otherwise represents wheat to be primary-use wheat, or to be wheat 
which represents primary-use wheat, when such wheat does not meet the 
requirements of section 379d, 
shall forfeit to the United States a sum equal to three times the number of 
bushels of wheat involved in the violations, multiplied by the parity price of 
wheat for the month in which the misrepresentation occurs. Such forfeiture 
shall be recoverable in a civil action brought in the name of the United States. 


“LAND RETIREMENT 


“Sec. 379f. No wheat producer shall be eligible to participate in a program 
under this subtitle for any year unless he has placed in a land retirement soil 
conserving use a portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per centum 
of the base acreage of the farm established under section 879¢c. Such land re- 
tirement soil conserving use shall meet such requirements as the Secretary may 
prescribe. No payments shall be made to producers for complying with the 
first sentence. In any year in which the conservation reserve program under the 
Soil Bank Act or similar land retirement program is in effect, a wheat producer, 
in order to be eligible to participate in programs under this subtitle, must place 
an additional portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per centum 
of the base acreage of the farm as so established in such program, to the extent 
the funds available for such program permit. 
“ADJUSTMENT IN NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USI 


Sec. 379¢. If the Secretary has reason to believe that because of a national 
emergency or becanse of a material increase in demand for wheat, the amount 
of primary-use wheat should be increased. he shall cause an immediate investiga- 
tion to he made to determine whether the increase is necessary in order to meet 
such emergency or increase in the demand for wheat. If, on the basis of such 
investigation, the Secretary finds that such increase is necessary, he shall im 
mediately proclaim such finding (and if he finds an increase is necessary, the 
amount of the increase found by him to be necessary) and thereupon such 


requirements for the next succeeding marketing year shall be so increased. 


Ir ise any national wheat requirement for primary use is increased under this 
section, each farm share for wheat shall be increased in the same ratio. 
“REPORTS AND RECORDS 
‘Sec. 579h. (a) The provisions of section 873(a) of this Act shall apply to 


persons, except wheat producers, who are subject to the provisions of this 
subtitie, except that any such person failing to make any report or keep any 
record as required by this section or making any false report or record shall 
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be subject 
fine of not more than $2,000 for each such violation. 

b) The provisions of section 373(b) of this Act shall apply to all wheat 
farmers who are subject to the provisions of this subtitle. 


“PURCHASES BY COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


“Sec. S791. If the Secretary determines that the sum of the number of 
bushels of wheat which, during a marketing year, will or are likely to (1) be 
consumed as human food in the United States, or outside the United States 
by members of the Armed Forces, (2) be processed into food products com- 
posed wholly or partly of wheat and exported, or (3) be exported in 
unprocessed form, exceeds by more than fifty million bushels the estimate 
of such sum used in determining the national wheat requirement for primary 
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use for such marketing year, then the Secretary shall add to his estimate for 
the next yeur an amount equal to such excess. In the event such sum falls 
short of the estimate of such sum used in determining the national wheat re- 
quirement for primary use for such marketing year then the Commodity Credit 
Corporation shall purchase at parity in the month in which such purchase is 
made during such marketing year sufficient number of bushels of wheat to 
eliminte such shortage. 
“SECONDARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Src, 3879j. Except as provided in section 379d(a), nothing in this subtitle 
shall be considered to prohibit or restrict the transfer or use of wheat for sec- 
ondary use. For purposes of this subsection, wheat shall be for secondary use 
if it is not (1) consumed for human food in the United States, or outside the 
United States by members of the Armed Forces, (2) processed into food products 
composed wholly or partly of food products and exported, or (38) exported in 
unprocessed form. 

“EXPORT SUBSIDIES 


“Sec. 379k. Subsidies required to export wheat shall be paid in kind, up to 
a maximum of fifty million bushels in any year, from stocks of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, and any additional subsidy required to attain the estimated 
exports for that year shall be paid in cash.” 

Sec. 4. Section 361 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended 
by striking out “wheat,” and by inserting before the period at the end thereof 
the following: “, and to the publication and review of farm shares of the 
national wheat requirement for primary use established under subtitle D”. 

Sec. 5. Part III of subtitle B of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 and Public Law 74 of the Seventy-seventh Congress (7 U.S.C. 1340) 
shall not apply with respect to marketing years beinning on and after July 1, 1961. 

Sec. 6. Title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 


“PRICE SUPPORT (WHEAT) 


“Sec. 106. Nothwithstanding any provision of section 101 of this Act, beginning 
with the 1961 crop of wheat, price support shall be made available through loans 
to producers of wheat at a level not less than 75 per centum of the parity price 
for wheat as determined by the Secretary as of May 1 prior to the beginning 
of the marketing year, on the amounts of the farm share of the national wheat 
requirement for primary use of such producers for such year.” 

Sec. 7. Section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by inserting im 
mediately after the fourth sentence thereof the following: “The Corporation 
shall not sell or transfer any wheat for a primary use described in clauses (1), 
(2), or (5) of section 579b of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 use at 
less than the parity price of wheat for the month in which such sale or transfer 


is made, except that the Corporation may make sales for secondary use at 
below such price for any of the purposes specified in clauses (A), (D), and (B) 
above or in the next to the last sentence of this section In no event shall 
the Corporation sell or transfer more than one hundred and fifty million bushels 
of wheat for primary use in any marketing year when the price received by 
farmers for primary-use wheat is expected to be less than the parity price 


thereof.” 

Sec. 8. The provisions of subtitle D of title IIT of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1958, which were added by section 2 of this Act, shall be in effect only 
With respect to the marketing year beginning July 1, 1961, and each of the 


succeeding marketing years. 


[H.R. 11021, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to establish 
marketing program for wheat 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Re prese ntatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Wheat 
Marketing Act of 1960”. 

Sec. 2. Section 301(a)(1)(B) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: “As used 
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in this subparagraph the term ‘prices’ as applied to wheat shall mean the average 
price received by farmers for primary-use wheat.” 

Sec. 3. Title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
further amended (1) by designating subtitles D and E as subtitles E and F. 
respectively, and (2) by inserting after subtitle C a new subtitle D as follows: 


“SUBTITLE D—MARKETIN PROGRAM FOR WHEAT 


‘Sec. 379a. Wheat, in addition being a basic food, is one of the great export 
rops of American agriculture and its production for domestic consumption 
ind for export is essential to the maintenance of a sound national economy and 
to the general welfare. The movement of wheat from producer to consumer, 
in the form of the commodity or any of the products thereof, is preponderantly 
n interstate and foreign commerce Phat sma entage of wheat which is 
produced and consumed within the confines of any State is normally commingled 
with, and always bears a close and intimate commercial and competitive relation 
ship to, that quantity of such commodity which moves in interstate and foreign 
‘commerce. For this reason, any regulation of intrastate commerce in wheat 
is a reguiation of commerce which is in competition with, or which otherwise 
affects, obstructs, or burdens interstate commerce in the « mmodity In order 
to provide an adequate and balanced flow of wheat in interstate and foreign 
commerce and thereby assist farmers in obtaining parity of income by marketing 
wheat for domestic consumption and export a parity prices, and to assure 
onsumers an adequate and steady supply of wheat at fair prices, it is necessary 

regulate all commerce in wheat in the manner provided by this substitle 

‘NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREME? OR PRIMARY US! 


Sec. 379b. Not later than May 15 of each calendar year, the Secretary shall 
determine and pr tim the national wheat requirement for primary use which 
shall be in effect with respect to the marketing of wheat during the marketing 
' r beginning on Juivy 1 of the next succeeding calendar vear The national 
vheat requirement for primary use for any marketing year shall be a number 


of bushels equal to the sum of the number of bushels which he estimates (1) 





will be consumed as human food in the United States, or outside the United 
States by members of the Armed Forces, during such marketing vear. (2) will 
be processed into food nroducts composed wholly or partly of wheat and ex- 


} ” ‘17 


ported dnring each marketing vear, and (3) or will be exported during such 
rketing vear in unprocessed form, less one hundred and fifty million bushels, 





f nt that exports of wheat in unprocessed form are estimated to exceed 
for ndred and fifty million bushels during such market vear. and the Secre 
tary rmines that the stocks of the Commodity Credit Corporation are exces 
his redyvetion shall he increased by one-half f the exces ihove four 

1 and fiftv million bushels. For purnoses of this subtitle, the term ‘food’ 
inclnde liquor or beverages, and the term ‘export’ includes any wheat 

sed hy the Secretary to make export subsidv payments. but does not ineclnde 

hin ts of food products for consumption by the Armed Forces outside the 

I 1 States 
TIONMENT OF NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIMARY USE 
S 79. (2)(1) The national wheat reanirement for primary use, less a 


reserve of not to exceed 1 per centum thereof for annortionment as nrovided in 


this svbsection shall he annortioned hv the Secretary amone the several States 
in such manner that the share of the requirement of anv State will bear the same 
ition to the national requirement as a figure determined hv mnultiplvine the 


hase acresve of snch State bv its average vield hears to the corresponding figure 


7 the States 


2) For the nurnose of this snhsection 

‘(A) the base acreage of a State shall be the average acreage seeded for 
the production of nrimaryv-use wheat during the ten ealendar vears imme- 
liately preceding the ealendar vear in which the notional wheat require- 
ment is determined with adiustments for ahnormal wether conditions and 
for trends in acreage during such period. exeent that where such ten-vear 
neriod inelIndes one or more vears during which part TIT of subtitle B of 
this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary-use 





WHEAT 53 


wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be deemed to 
be the acreage determined for purposes of section 334(c) while it was in 
effect to have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus 
the acreage diverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year 
period covers one or more years in addition to those in which part III of 
subtitle B oof this title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the 
acreage seeded of primary-use wheat for such years shall be deemed to be 
the wheat base acres for such years, and 
“(B) the average yield of the State shall be the average, weighted by the 
county base acreage, of the normal yields of the counties in the State. 
®) The reserve set aside herein for apportionment by the Secretary shall 
he used to make increases in the share of the requirement apportioned to coun- 
ties under subsection (b) of this section, on the basis of the relative needs of 
counties for an additional share of the requirement because of reclamation and 
other new areas coming into the production of wheat during the ten calendar 
vears ending with the calendar vear preceding the vear in which the national 
wheat requirement for primary use is proclaimed 
(pb) (1) The State share of the national requirement for wheat, less a reserve 
of not to exceed 2 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in sub- 
section (c) of this section, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the 
counties in the State in such manner that the share of the requirement of any 
county will bear the same ratio to the State share as a figure determined by 
multiplying the base acreage of such county by its normal yield bears to the 
corresponding figure for all of the counties in such State 
“(2)(A) For the purpose of this subsection, the base acreage of a county 
shall be the average acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat 
during the ten calendar years immediately preceding the calendar year in 
which the national requirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal 
weather conditions and for trends in acreage during such period, except that 
where such ten-year period includes one or more years during which part IIT 
of subtitle B of this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of 
primary-use wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be 
ieemed to be the acreage determined for the purposes of section 334(b) while 
it was in effect to have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus 
the acreage diverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year period 
covers one or more years in addition to those in which part IIT of subtitle B of 
this title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage seeded of 
primary-use wheat for such years shall be deemed to be the wheat base acres 
for such years, and 


(B) for purposes of this subsection the county normal yield shall be the 


normal vield established for the first year of the operation of this Act. 

.(1) The county share of the national requirement shall be apportioned by 
the Secretary, throug! he county committees, among the farms within the 
county on which wheat has been planted during any one of the three marketing 
vears il ediately preceding the marketing year in which the apportionment is 
nade, in such manner that the share for any farm shall bear the same ratio to 
the county share as a figure determined by multiplying the base acreage of 


uch farm by its normal yield bears to a corresponding figure for all of the farms 
in such county entitled to receive a share of the national requirement for wheat. 
or the purpose of this subsection, subject to the provisions of paragraph 
(4), the base acreage of a farm shall be determined by apportioning, through 
the county committees, the county base acreage among the farms in the county 
on the basis of past acreage of wheat, tillable acres, crop rotation practices, type 
f soil, and topography. The past acreage of wheat on a farm for purposes of 
this subsection for any year during which part III of subtitle B of this title 
Was in effect shall be the same as the past acreage of wheat on the farm as 
determined for the purposes of section 334(c) while it was in effect. 

“(3) Not more than 2 per centum of the State share shall be used for ap- 
portionment to farms on which wheat has not been planted during any of the 
three marketing years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the 
apportionment is made. The Secretary may by regulations provide for the 
distribution of the farm share among individual producers on the farm on the 
basis of their respective shares in the wheat crop, or the proceeds thereof. 

“(4) If a producer is dissatisfied with the base acreage of his farm as de 
termined under paragraph (2), he may, if the wheat base acreage of the farm 
is less than fifteen acres, apply to the Secretary who shall establish an adjusted 
base acreage for the farm of not to exceed the smaller of fifteen acres or the 
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average acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately 
preceding years not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crops of wheat times 
the ratio of the total base acreage of the county for 1960 to the total acreage 
allotment for such county for such year. In the case of a farm which is located 
in a State which was, on the date of enactment of the Wheat Marketing Act 
of 1960, outside of the commercial wheat producing area, the past acreage of 
wheat for the farm in any year shall be considered to be the average acreage 
seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately preceding years 
not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat, State and county 
shares of the national wheat requirement for primary use shall be increased 
by the amount necessary to reflect any increases which may result from the 
application of this paragraph. The Commodity Credit Corporation shall pur- 
chase an amount not to exceed such increased shares plus the amount of primary- 
use wheat specified in paragraphs (2) and (4) of subsection 879(b) if at any 
time during the marketing year prices received by farmers for primary-use 
wheat drops below 90 per centum of the parity price for the month such purchase 
was made. 
“PRIMARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Src. 379d. (a) No person shall process wheat into food products com- 
posed wholly or partly of wheat, and no person shall export wheat which has 
not been so processed, unless such wheat is certified to be primary-use wheat 
or to represent primary-use wheat. 

“(b) For the purposes of subsection (a), wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to be primary-use wheat if 

“(1) The producer thereof designates it as primary-use wheat and 
certifies that the amount thereof, when added to other wheat marketed 
by such producer as primary-use wheat during such marketing year, does 
not exceed the farm share of the national wheat requirement for primary 
use (or portion thereof distributed to such producer) and that the farm 
on Which producer is in compliance with section 579f, 

(2) the producer thereof certifies that it was harvested prior to the 
‘alendar year in which the first marketing year for which this subtitle is 
in effect begins, and could have been sold prior to the beginning of such 
marketing year without the payment of a marketing penalty under the 
Act of May 26, 1941 (7 U.S.C. 1340), and that no wheat has been substituted 
therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

(3) such wheat was purchased from the Commodity Credit Corporation 


after the effective date of this Act at the price specified in section 407 of 


the Agricultin Let of 1949, as amended, and the purchaser certifies that 
wheat has been substituted therefor as primary-use wheat, and 
t) such wheat was it he channels of trade on the effective date of this 
Ad 
(¢) For the purpose if this section (1) wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to represent primary-use wheat if the person from whom the wheat 
Was obtained certified that such wheat was, or has been substituted for an 
equal quantity of wheat which was, certified to be primary-use wheat or to repre 
sent primary-use wheat when he obtained it, and (2) wheat marketed prior to 
the beginning of a marketing year shall be considered to have been marketed 
subsequent to the beginning of such marketing year if it is harvested during the 
calendar year in which such marketing vear begins 
d) Certifications required under this section may be made through the 
use of certificates, marketing cards, endorsements on bills of lading or ware 
house receipts, or in any other manner, as may be prescribed in regulations of 


the Secre tary 

‘(e) Nofarm share (or portion thereof) of the national wheat requirement for 
primary use, and no right to consider wheat as primary-use wheat or as 
representing primary-use wheat, niay be transferred except in connection with 
the transfer of wheat, as provided in this section. 


“FORFELTURI FOR VIOLATIONS 


“Sec. 579e. Any person who 
“(1) violates section 379d (a), or 
“(2) in connection with the sale or other transfer of wheat, falsely 
certifies or otherwise represents wheat to be primary-use wheat, or to be 
wheat which represents primary-use wheat, when such wheat does not 
meet the requirements of section 379d, 
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shall forfeit to the United States a sum equal to three times the number of 
bushels of wheat involved in the violations, multiplied by the parity price of 
wheat for the month in which the misrepresentation occurs. Such forfeiture 
shall be recoverable in a civil action brought in the name of the United States. 


“LAND RETIREMENT 


“Spc, 379f. No wheat producer shall be eligible to participate in a program 
under this subtitle for any year unless he has placed in a land retirement soil 
conserving use a portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per centum 
of the base acreage of the farm established under section 879c. Such land 
retirement soil conserving use shall meet such requirements as the Secretary 
many prescribe. No payments shall be made to producers for complying with 
the first sentence. In any year in which the conservation reserve program 
under the Soil Bank Act or similar land retirement program is in effect, a wheat 
producer, in order to be eligible to participate in programs under this subtitle, 
must place an additional portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 
per centum of the base acreage of the farm as so established in such program, to 
the extent the funds available for such program permit. 


“ADJUSTMENT IN NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Src. 379g. If the Secretary has reason to believe that because of a national 
emergency or because of a material increase in demand for wheat, the amount 
of primary-use wheat should be increased, he shall cause an immediate investi- 
gation to be made to determine whether the increase is necessary in order to 
meet such emergency or increase in the demand for wheat. If, on the basis of 
such investigation, the Secretary finds that such increase is necessary, he shall 
immediately proclaim such finding (and if he finds an increase is necessary, the 
amount of the inerease found by him to be necessary) and thereupon such re- 
quirements for the next succeeding marketing year shall be so increased. In 
ease any national wheat requirement for primary use is increased under this 
section, each farm share for wheat shall be increased in the same ratio. 


“REPORTS AND RECORDS 


are 


“Sec. 379h. (a) The provisions of section 373(a) of this Act shall apply to all 
persons, except wheat producers, who are subject to the provisions of this sub- 
title, except that any such person failing to make any report or keep any record 
as required by this section or making any false report or record shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be subject to a fine 
of not more than $2,000 for each such violation. 

“(b) The provisions of section 373(b) of this Act shall apply to all wheat 
farmers who are subject to the provisions of this subtitle. > 

“PURCHASES BY COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

“Sec. 879i. If the Secretary determines that the sum of the number of bushels 
of wheat which, during a marketing year, will or are likely to (1) be consumed 
as human food in the United States, or outside the United States by members of 
the Armed Forces, (2) be processed into food products composed wholly or partly 
of wheat and exported, or (3) be exported in unprocessed form, exceeds by more 
than fifty million bushels the estimate of such sum used in determining the 
national wheat requirement for primary use for such marketing year, then the 
Secretary shall add to his estimate for the next year an amount equal to such 
excess. In the event such sum falls short of the estimate of such sum used in 
determining the national wheat requirement for primary use for such marketing 
year then the Commodity Credit Corporation shall purchase at parity in the 
month in which such purchase is made during such marketing year sufficient 
number of bushels of wheat to eliminate such shortage. 


“SECONDARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Sec. 379j. Except as provided in section 379d(a), nothing in this subtitle 
shall be considered to prohibit or restrict the transfer or use of wheat for 
secondary use. For purposes of this subsection, wheat shall be for secondary use 
if it is not (1) consumed for human food in the United States, or outside the 
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United States by members of the Armed Forces, (2) processed into food products 
composed wholly or partly of food products and exported, or (8) exported in 
unprocessed form. 

“EXPORT SUBSIDIES 


“Sec. 379k. Subsidies required to export wheat shall be paid in kind, up toa 
maximum of fifty million bushels in any year, from stocks of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, and any additional subsidy required to attain the estimated 
exports for that year shall be paid in cash.” 

Sec. 4. Section 561 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended by 
striking out “wheat,” and by inserting before the period at the end thereof the 
following: “, and to the publication and review of farm shares of the national 
wheat requirement for primary use established under subtitle D”. 

Sec. 5. Part III of subtitle B of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 and Public Law 74 of the Seventy-seventh Congress (7 U.S.C. 1340) shall 
not apply with respect to marketing years beginning on and after July 1, 1961, 

Sec. 6. Title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section 


“PRICE SUPPORT (WHEAT) 


“Sec. 106. Notwithstanding any provision of section 101 of this Act, beginning 
with the 1961 crop of wheat, price support shall be made available through 
loans to producers of wheat at a level not less than 75 per centum of the parity 
price for wheat as determined by the Secretary as of May 1 prior to the 
beginning of the marketing year, on the amounts of the farm share of the national 
wheat requirement for primary use of such producers for such year.” 

Sec. 7. Section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by inserting 
immediately after the fourth sentence thereof the following: “The Corporation 
shall not sell or transfer any wheat for a primary use described in clauses (1), 
(2), or (3) of section 379b of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 193S use at 
less than the parity price of wheat for the month in which such sale or transfer 
is made, except that the Corporation may make sales for secondary use at below 
such price for any of the purposes specified in clauses (A), (D), and (E) above 
or in the next to the last sentence of this section. In no event shall the Corpo- 
ration sell or transfer more than one hundred and fifty million bushels of wheat 
for primary use in any marketing year when the price received by farmers for 
primary-use wheat is expected to be less than the parity price thereof.” 

Sec. 8. The provisions of subtitle D of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, which were added by section 2 of this Act, shall be in effect only 
with respect to the marketing year beginning July 1, 1961, and each of the 
succeeding marketing years. 


[H.R. 11022, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to establish a 
marketing program for wheat 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Wheat 
Marketing Act of 1960”. 

Sec. 2. Section 301(a)(1)(B) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 19388 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: “As used in 
this subparagraph the term ‘prices’ as applied to wheat shall mean the average 
price received by farmers for primary-use wheat.” 

Sec. 3. Title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
further amended (1) by designating subtitles D and E as subtitles E and F, re- 
spectively, and (2) by inserting after subtitle C a new subtitle D as follows: 


“SuBTITLE D—MARKETING PROGRAM FOR WHEAT 


“LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS 


“Spc. 379a. Wheat, in addition to being a basic food, is one of the great export 
crops of American agriculture and its production for domestic consumption and 
for export is essential to the maintenance of a sound national economy and to 
the general wialfare. The movement of wheat from producer to consumer, in the 
form of the commodity or any of the products thereof, is preponderantly in inter- 
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state and foreign commerce. That small percentage of wheat which is produced 
and consumed within the confines of any State is normally commingled with, 
and always bears 2 close and intimate commercial and competitive relationship 
to, that quantity of such commodity which moves in interstate and foreign com- 
merce. For this reason, any regulation of intrastate commerce in wheat is a 
regulation of commerce which is in competition with, or which otherwise affects 
obstructs, or burdens interstate Commerce in the commodity. In order to pro- 
vide an adequate and balanced tlow of wheat in interstate and foreign commerce 
and thereby assist farmers in obtaining parity of income by marketing wheat 
for domestic consumption and export at parity prices, and to assure consumers 
an adequate and steady supply of wheat at fair prices, it is necessary to regu- 
late all commerce in wheat in the manner provided by this subtitle. 


“NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


1 


“Sec. 379b. Not later than Muay 15 of each calendar year, the Secretary shall 
determine and proclaim the national wheat requirement for primary use which 
shall be in effect with respect to the marketing of wheat during the marketing 
year beginning on July 1 of the next succeeding calendar year. The national 
wheat requirement for primary use for any marketing year shall be a number 
of bushels equal to the sum of the number of bushels which he estimates (1) will 
be consumed as human food in the United States, or outside the United States 
by members of the Armed Forces, during such marketing year, (2) will be 
processed into food products composed wholly or partly of wheat and exported 
during each marketing year, and (3) or will be exported during such marketing 
year in unprocessed form, less one hundred and fifty million bushels, except that, 
if exports of wheat in unprocessed form are estimated to exceed four hundred 
and fifty million bushels during such marketing year, and the Secretary deter- 
mines that the stocks of the Commodity Credit Corporation are excessive this 
reduction shall be increased by one-half of the excess above four hundred and 
fifty million bushels. For purposes of this subtitle, the term ‘food’ does not 
include liquor or beverages, and the term ‘export’ includes any wheat used by 
the Secretary to make export subsidy payments, but does not include shipments 
of food products for consumption by the Armed Forces outside the United States. 


“APPORTIONMENT OF NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379¢e. (a) (1) The national wheat requirement for primary use, less a 
reserve of not to exceed 1 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in 
this subsection, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the several States 
in such manner that the share of the requirement of any State will bear the 
same ratio to the national requirement as a figure determined by multiplying the 
base acreage of such State by its average yield bears to the corresponding figure 
for all of the States. 

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection— 

“(A) the base acreage of a State shall be the average acreage seeded for 
the production of primary-use wheat during the ten calendar years im- 
mediately preceding the calendar year in which the national wheat require- 
ment is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather conditions and 
for trends in acreage during such period, except that where such ten-year 
period includes one or more years during which part III of subtitle B of 
this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary-use 
wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be deemed to 
be the acreage determined for purposes of section 334(¢c) while it was in 
effect to have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus the 
acreage diverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year period 
covers one or more years in addition to those in which part III of subtitle 
B of this title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage seeded 
of primary-use wheat for such years shall be deemed to be the wheat base 
acres for such years, and 

“(B) the average yield of the State shall be the average weighted by the 
county base acreage, of the normal yields of the counties in the State. 

“(3) The reserve set aside herein for apportionment by the Secretary shall be 
used to make increases in the share of the requirement apportioned to counties 
under subsection (b) of this section, on the basis of the relative needs of counties 
for an additional share of the requirement because of reclamation and other 
new areas coming into the production of wheat during the ten calendar years 
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ending with the calendar year preceding the year in which the national wheat 
requirement for primary use is proclaimed. 

“(b) (1) The State share of the national requirement for wheat, less a reserve 
of not to exceed 2 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided in subsection 
(ec) of this section, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the counties in 
the State in such manner that the share of the requirement of any county will 
bear the same ratio to the State share as a figure determined by multiplying the 
base acreage of such county by its normal yield bears to the corresponding figure 
for all of the counties in such State. é 

‘(2)(A) For the purpose of this subsection, the base acreage of a county shall 
be the average acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat during 
the ten calendar vears immediately preceding the calendar year in which the 
national requirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather 
conditions and for trends in acreage during such period, except that where such 
ten-year period includes one or more years during which part q II of subtitle B of 
this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary-use 
wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsecton shall be deemed to be the 
acreage determined for the purposes of section 324(b) while it was in effect to 


have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus the acreage 
diverted for such vear, and except that where such ten-year period covers one or 
more venrs in addition to those in which part III of subtitle B of this title was 


in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the acreage seeded of primary-use wheat 


for such vears shall be deemed to be the wheat base acres for such vears, and 

B) for purposes of this subsection the county normal yield shall be the 
normal vield established for the first year of the operation of this Act. 

¢)(1) The county share of the national requirement shall be apportioned by 
the Secretary, through the ¢ unty committees, among the farms within the county 


on which wheat has been planted during any one of the three marketing years 
immediately preceding the marketing year in which the apportionment is made, 
the same ratio to the 


¢ ° } 1] 
1 


in such manner that the share for any farm shall bear 
acreage of such farm 
of the farms in such 


‘ounty share as a figure determined by multiplying the base 





by its normal yield bears to a corresponding figure for all 
county entitled to receive a share of the national requirement for wheat. 

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection, subject to the provisions of paragraph 

+), the base acreage of a farm shall be determined by apportioning, through the 
county committees, the county base acreage among the farms in the county on 
the basis of past acreage of wheat, tillable acres, crop rotation practices, type of 
soil, and topography. The past acreage of wheat on a farm for purposes of this 
subsection for any year during which part III of subtitle B of this title was in 
effect shall be the same as the past acreage of wheat on the farm as determined 
for the purposes of section 334(¢c) while it was in effect 

“(3) Not more than 2 per centum of the State share shall be used for appor- 
tionment to farms on which wheat has not been planted during any of the three 
marketing years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the appor- 
tionment is made. The Secretary may by regulations provide for the distribution 
of the farm share among individual producers on the farm on the basis of their 
respective shares in the wheat crop, or the proceeds thereof. 

“(4) If a producer is dissatisfied with the base acreage of his farm as deter- 
mined under paragraph (2), he may, if the wheat base acreage of the farm is less 
than fifteen acres, apply to the Secretary who shall establish an adjusted base 
acreage for the farm of not to exceed the smaller of fifteen acres or the average 
acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately preceding 
years not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat times the ratio of 
the total base acreage of the county for 1960 to the total acreage allotment for 
such county for such year. In the case of a farm which is located in a State 
which was, on the date of enactment of the Wheat Marketing Act of 1960, outside 
of the commercial wheat producing area, the past acreage of wheat for the farm 
in any year shall be considered to be the average acreage seeded to wheat for 
harvest as grain during the immediately preceding years not to exceed ten, 
beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat, State and county shares of the national 
wheat requirement for primary use shall be increased by the amount necessary 
to reflect any increases which may result from the application of this paragraph. 
The Commodity Credit Corporation shall purchase an amount not to exceed such 
increased shares plus the amount of primary-use wheat specified in paragraphs 


») 





"> 


(2) and (4) of subsection 379(b) if at any time during the marketing year prices 
received by farmers for primary-use wheat drops below 90 per centum of the 
parity price for the month such purchase was made. 








WHEAT 59 


“PRIMARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Sec. 379d. (a) No person shall process wheat into food products composed 
wholly or partly of wheat, and no person shall export wheat which has not been 
so processed, unless such wheat is certified to be primary-use wheat or to repre- 
sent primary-use wheat. 

“(b) For the purposes of subsection (a), wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to be primary-use wheat if— 

(1) the producer thereof designates it as primary-use wheat and certifies 
that the amount thereof, when added to other wheat marketed by such 
producer as primary-use wheat during such marketing year, does not exceed 
the farm share of the national wheat requirement for primary use (or 
portion thereof distributed to such producer) and that the farm on which 
produced is in compliance with section 379f, 

(2) the producer thereof certifies that it was harvested prior to the 
ealendar year in which the first marketing year for which this subtitle is 
in effect begins, and could have been sold prior to the beginning of such 
marketing year without the payment of a marketing penalty under the Act 
of May 26, 1941 (7 U.S.C. 1340), and that no wheat has been substituted 
therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

“(3) such wheat was purchased from the Commodity Credit Corporation 
after the effective date of this Act at the price specified in section 407 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, and the purchaser certifies that 
no wheat has been substituted therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

“(4) such wheat was in the channels of trade on the effective date of this 
Act. 

“(c) For the purposes of this section (1) wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to represent primary-use wheat if the person from whom the wheat was 
obtained certified that such wheat was, or has been substituted for an equal 
quantity of wheat which was, certified to be primary-use wheat or to represent 
primary-use wheat when he obtained it, and (2) wheat marketed prior to the 
beginning of a marketing year shall be considered to have been marketed sub- 
sequent to the beginning of such marketing year if it is harvested during the 
calendar year in which such marketing year begins. 

“(d) Certifications required under this section may be made through the use 
of certificates, marketing cards, endorsements on bills of lading or warehouse 
receipts, or in any other manner, as may be prescribed in regulations of the 
Secretary. 

“(e) No farm share (or portion thereof) of the national wheat requirement 
for primary use, and no right to consider wheat as primary-use wheat or as 
representing primary-use wheat, may be transferred except in connection with 
the transfer of wheat, as provided in this section. 


- 


““FORFEITURES FOR VIOLATIONS 


“Sec. 379e. Any person who— 
“(1) violates section 379d(a), or 
(2) in connection with the sale or other transfer of wheat, falsely certi- 
fies or otherwise represents wheat to be primary-use wheat, or to be wheat 
which represents primary-use wheat, when such wheat does not meet the 
requirements of section 3794, 
shall forfeit to the United States a sum equal to three times the number of 
bushels of wheat involved in the violations, multiplied by the parity price of 
wheat for the month in which the misrepresentation occurs. Such forfeiture 
shall be recoverable in a civil action brought in the name of the United States. 


“LAND RETIREMENT 


“Sec. 3879f. No wheat producer shall be eligible to participate in a program 
under this subtitle for any year unless he has placed in a land retirement soil 
conserving use a portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per centum 
of the base acreage of the farm established under section 379c. Such land 
retirement soil conserving use shall meet such requirements as the Secretary 
may prescribe. No payments shall be made to producers for complying with the 
first sentence. In any year in which the conservation reserve program under 
the Soil Bank Act or similar land retirement program is in effect, a wheat pro- 
ducer, in order to be eligible to participate in programs under this subtitle, must 
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place an additional portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per 
centum of the base acreage of the farm as so established in such program, to the 
extent the funds available for such program permit. 





“ADJUSTMENT IN NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379g. If the Secretary has reason to believe that because of a national 
emergency or because of a material increase in demand for wheat, the amount 
of primary-use wheat should be increased, he shall cause an immediate in- 
vestigation to be made to determine whether the increase is necessary in order 
to meet such emergency or increase in the demand for wheat. If, on the basis 
of such investigation, the Secretary finds that such increase is necessary, he 
shall immediately proclaim such finding (and if he finds an increase is neces- 
sary, the amount of the increase found by him to be necessary) and thereupon 
such requirements for the next succeeding marketing year shall be so increased. 
In case any national wheat requirement for primary use is increased under 
this section, each farm share for wheat shall be increased in the same ratio. 


“REPORTS AND RECORDS 


“Sec. 379h. (a) The provisions of section 373(a) of this Act shall apply to all 
persons, except wheat producers, who are subject to the provisions of this sub- 
title, except that any such person failing to make any report or keep any record 
as required by this section or making any false report or record shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be subject to a fine 
of not more than $2,000 for each such violation. 

“(b) The provisions of section 373(b) of this Act shall apply to all wheat 
farmers who are subject to the provisions of this subtitle. 


“PURCHASES BY COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


“Sec. 379i. If the Secretary determines that the sum of the number of bushels 
of wheat which, during a marketing year, will or are likely to (1) be consumed 
as human food in the United States, or outside the United States by members 
of the Armed Forces, (2) be processed into food products composed wholly or 
partly of wheat and exported, or (3) be exported in unprocessed form, exceeds 
by more than fifty million bushels the estimate of such sum used in determining 
the national wheat requirement for primary use for such marketing year, then 
the Secretary shall add to his estimate for the next year an amount equal to such 
excess. In the event such sum falls short of the estimate of such sum used 
in determining the national wheat requirement for primary use for such mar- 
keting year then the Commodity Credit Corporation shall purchase at parity in 
the month in which such purchase is made during such marketing year sufficient 
number of bushels of wheat to eliminate such shortage. 


“SECONDARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Sec. 379j. Except as provided in section 37%d(a), nothing in this subtitle 
shall be considered to prohibit or restrict the transfer or use of wheat for 
secondary use. For purposes of this subsection, wheat shall be for secondary 
use if it is not (1) consumed for human food in the United States, or outside 
the United States by members of the Armed Forces, (2) processed into food 
products composed wholly or partly of food products and exported, or (3) 
exported in unprocessed form. 


“EXPORT SUBSIDIES 


“Sec. 379k. Subsidies required to export wheat shall be paid in kind, up to a 
maximum of fifty million bushels in any year, from stocks of Commodity Credit 
Corporation, and any additional subsidy required to attain the estimated exports 
for that year shall be paid in cash.” 

Sec. 4. Section 361 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended 
by striking out “wheat,” and by inserting before the period at the end thereof 
the following: “, and to the publication and review of farm shares of the national 
wheat requirement for primary use established under subtitle D”. 

Sec. 5. Part ILI of subtitle B of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1988 and Public Law 74 of the Seventy-seventh Congress (7 U.S.C. 1540) 
shall not apply with respect to marketing years beginning on and after July 1, 
1961. 
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Sec. 6. Title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section : 


“PRICE SUPPORT (WHEAT) 


“Src. 106. Notwithstanding any provision of section 101 of this Act, beginning 
with the 1961 crop of wheat, price support shall be made available through 
loans to producers of wheat at a level not less than 75 per centum of the parity 
price for wheat as determined by the Secretary as of May 1 prior to the be- 
ginning of the marketing year, on the amounts of the farm share of the national 
wheat requirement for primary use of such producers for such year.” 

Sec. 7. Section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by inserting 
immediately after the fourth sentence thereof the following: “The Corporation 
shall not sell or transfer any wheat for a primary use described in clauses (1), 
(2), or (3) of section 379b of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 use at 
less than the parity price of wheat for the month in which such sale or transfer 
is made, except that the Corporation may make sales for secondary use at below 
such price for any of the purposes specified in clauses (A), (D), and (E) above 
or in the next to the last sentence of this section. In no event shall the Corpora- 
tion sell or transfer more than one hundred and fifty million bushels of wheat 
for primary use in any marketing year when the price received by farmers for 
primary-use wheat is expected to be less than the parity price thereof.” 

Sec. & The provisions of subtitle D of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1988, which were added by section 2 of this Act, shall be in effect only 
with respect to the marketing year beginning July 1, 1961, and each of the 
succeeding marketing years. 


[H.R. 11044, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to establish a 
marketing program for wheat 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the 
“Wheat Marketing Act of 1960”. 

Sec. 2. Section 801(a)(1)(B) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1988 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: “As used in 
this subparagraph the term ‘prices’ as applied to wheat shall mean the average 
price received by farmers for primary-use wheat.” 

Sec, 3. Title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
further amended (1) by designating subtitles D and E as subtitles E and F, 
respectively, and (2) by inserting after subtitle C a new subtitle D as follows: 


“SUBTITLE D—MARKETING PROGRAM FOR WHEAT 
“LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS 


“Sec. 3879a. Wheat, in addition to being a basic food, is one of the great export 
crops of American agriculture and its production for domestic consumption and 
for export is essential to the maintenance of a sound national economy and to 
the general welfare. The movement of wheat from producer to consumer, in 
the form of the commodity or any of the products thereof, is preponderantly in 
interstate and foreign commerce. That small percentage of wheat which is 
produced and consumed within the confines of any State is normally com- 
mingled with, and always bears a close and intimate commercial and competi- 
tive relationship to, that quantity of such commodity which moves in interstate 
and foreign commerce. For this reason, any regulation of intrastate commerce 
in wheat is a regulation of commerce which is in competition with, or which 
otherwise affects, obstructs, or burdens interstate commerce in the commodity. 
In order to provide an adequate and balanced flow of wheat in interstate and 
foreign commerce and thereby assist farmers in obtaining parity of income by 
marketing wheat for domestic consumption and export at parity prices, and to 
assure consumers an adequate and steady supply of wheat at fair prices, it is 
necessary to regulate all commerce in wheat in the manner provided by this 
subtitle. 

“NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“SEC, 379b. Not later than May 15 of each calendar year, the Secretary shall 
determine and proclaim the national wheat requirement for primary use which 
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shall be in effect with respect to the marketing of wheat during the marketing 
year beginning on July 1 of the next succeeding calendar year. The national 
wheat requirement for primary use for any marketing year shall be a number 
of bushels equal to the sum of the number of bushels which he estimates (1) 
will be consumed as human food in the United States, or outside of the United 
States by members of the Armed Forces, during such marketing year, (2) will 
be processed into food products composed wholly or partly of wheat and ex- 
ported during each marketing year, and (3) or will be exported during such 
marketing year in unprocessed form, less one hundred and fifty million bushels, 
except that, if exports of wheat in unprocessed form are estimated to exceed 
four hundred and fifty million bushels during such marketing year, and the 
Secretary determines that the stocks of the Commodity Credit Corporation are 
excessive, this reduction shall be increased by one-half of the excess above four 
hundred and fifty million bushels. For purposes of this subtitle, the term ‘food’ 
does not include liquor or beverages, and the term ‘export’ includes any wheat 
used by the Secretary to make export subsidy payments, but does not include 
shipments of food products for consumption by the Armed Forces outside the 
United States. 


“APPORTIONMENT OF NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379c. (a)(1) The national wheat requirement for primary use, less a 
reserve of not to exceed 1 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided 
in this subsection, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among the several 
States in such manner that the share of the requirement of any State will bear 
the same ratio to the national requirement as a figure determined by multiply- 
ing the base acreage of such State by its average yield bears to the correspond- 
ing figure for all of the States. 

(2) For the purpose of this subsection- 

“(A) the base acreage of a State shall be the average acreage seeded for 
the production of primary-use wheat during the ten calendar years imme- 
diately preceding the calendar year in which the national wheat require- 
ment is determined with adjustments for abnormal weather conditions and 
for trends in acreage during such period, except that where such ten-year 
period includes one or more years during which part III of subtitle B of 
this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production of primary-use 
wheat in each such year for purposes of this subsection shall be deemed 
to be the acreage determined for purposes of section 334(c) while it was 
in effect to have been the acreage seeded for the production of wheat plus 
the acreage diverted for such year, and except that where such ten-year 
period covers one or more years in addition to those in which part IIT of 
subtitle B of this title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the 
acreage seeded of primary-use wheat for such years shall be deemed to be 
the wheat base acres for such years, and 

“(B) the average yield of the State shall be the average, weighted by 
the county base acreage, of the normal yields of the counties in the 
State. 

“(3) The reserve set aside herein for apportionment by the Secretary shall 
be used to make increases in the share of the requirement apportioned to 
counties under subsection (b) of this section, on the basis of the relative needs 
of counties for an additional share of the requirement because of reclamation 
and other new areas coming into the production of wheat during the ten calendar 
years ending with the calendar year preceding the year in which the national 
wheat requirement for primary use is proclaimed. 

“(b)(1) The State share of the national requirement for wheat, less a re- 
serve of not to exceed 2 per centum thereof for apportionment as provided 
in subsection (c) of this section, shall be apportioned by the Secretary among 
the counties in the State in such manner that the share of the requirement of 
any county will bear the same ratio to the State share as a figure determined 
by multiplying the base acreage of such county by its normal yield bears to 
the corresponding figure for all of the counties in such State. 

“(2)(A) For the purpose of this subsection, the base acreage of a county 
shall be the average acreage seeded for the production of primary-use wheat 
during the ten calendar years immediately preceding the calendar year in 
which the national requirement is determined with adjustments for abnormal 
weather conditions and for trends in acreage during such period, except that 
where such ten-year period includes one or more years during which part III 
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of subtitle B of this title was in effect, the acreage seeded for the production 
of primary-use wheat in each such year for purposes of this Subsection shall 
be deemed to be the acreage determined for the purposes of section 334 (Db) 
while it was in effect to have been the acreage seeded for the production of 
wheat plus the acreage diverted for such year, and except that where such ten- 
year period covers one or more yeurs in addition to those in which part III 
of subtitle B of this title was in effect, prior to the 1961 crop of wheat the 
acreage seeded of primary-use wheat for such years shall be deemed to be the 
wheat base acres for such years, and 
“(B) for purposes of this subsection the county normal yield shall be 
the normal yield established for the first year of the operation of this 
Act. 

“(e)(1) The county share of the national requirement shall be apportioned 
by the Secretary, through the county committees, among the farms within the 
county on which wheat has been planted during any one of the three market- 
ing years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the apportion- 
ment is made, in such manner that the share for any farm shall bear the same 
ratio to the county share as a figure determined by multiplying the base 
acreage of such farm by its normal yield bears to a corresponding figure for 
all of the farms in such county entitled to receive a share of the national re- 
quirement for wheat. 

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection, subject to the provisions of para- 
graph (4), the base acreage of a farm shall be determined by apportioning, 
through the county committees, the county base acreage among the farms in the 
county on the basis of past acreage of wheat, tillable acres, crop rotation prac- 
tices, type of soil, and topography. The past acreage of wheat on a farm for 
purposes of this subsection for any year during which part III of subtitle B 
of this title was in effect shall be the same as the past acreage of wheat on 
the farm as determined for the purposes of section 334(c) while it was in 
effect. 

“(3) Not more than 2 per centum of the State share shall be used for ap- 
portionment to farms on which wheat has not been planted during any of the 
three marketing years immediately preceding the marketing year in which the 
apportionment is made. The Secretary may by regulations provide for the 
distribution of the farm share among individual producers on the farm on the 
basis of their respective shares in the wheat crop, or the proceeds thereof. 

“(4) If a producer is dissatisfied with the base acreage of his farm as de- 
termined under paragraph (2), he may, if the wheat base acreage of the farm 
is less than fifteen acres, apply to the Secretary who shall establish an ad- 
justed base acreage for the farm of not to exceed the smaller of fifteen acres 
or the average acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the im- 
mediately preceding years not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of 
wheat times the ratio of the total base acreage of the county far 1960 to the 
total acreage allotments for such county for such year. In the case of a farm 
which is located in a State which was, on the date of enactment of the Wheat 
Marketing Act of 1960, outside of the commercial wheat producing area, the 
past acreage of wheat for the farm in any year shall be considered to be the 
average acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately 
preceding years not to exceed ten, beginning with the 1958 crop of wheat. 
State and county shares of the national wheat requirement for primary use shall 
he increased by the amount necessary to reflect any increases which may result 
from the application of this paragraph. The Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall purchase an amount not to exceed such increased shares plus the amount 
of primary-use wheat specified in paragraphs (2) and (4) of subsection 379d (b) 
if at any time during the marketing year prices received by farmers for primary- 
use wheat drops below 90 per centum of the parity price for the month such 
purchase was made. 

“PRIMARY USE OF WHEAT 


“Src. 379d. (a) No person shall process wheat into food products composed 
wholly or partly of wheat, and no person shall export wheat which has not 
been so processed, unless such wheat is certified to be primary-use wheat or to 
represent primary-use wheat. 

“(b) For the purposes of subsection (a), wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to be primary-use wheat if— 

(1) the producer thereof designates it as primary-use wheat and certifies 
that the amount thereof, when added to other wheat marketed by such 
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producer as primary-use wheat during such marketing year, does not exceed 
the farm share of the national wheat requirement for primary use (or 
portion thereof distributed to such producer) and that the farm on which 
produced is in compliance with section 379f, 

(2) the producer thereof certifies that it was harvested prior to the 
ealendar year in which the first marketing year for which this subtitle is in 
effect, begins, and could have been sold prior to the beginning of such mar- 
keting year without the payment of a marketing penalty under the Act of 
May 26, 1941 (7 U.S.C. 1340), and that no wheat has been substituted 
therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

“(3) such wheat was purchased from the Commodity Credit Corporation 
after the effective date of this Act at the price specified in section 407 of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, and the purchaser certifies that no 
wheat has been substituted therefor as primary-use wheat, and 

“(4) such wheat was in the channels of trade on the effective date of this 
Act. 

“(c) For the purposes of this section (1) wheat shall be considered to be 
certified to represent primary-use wheat if the person from whom the wheat was 
obtained certified that such wheat was, or has been substituted for an equal 
quantity of wheat which was, certified to be primary-use wheat or to represent 
primary-use wheat when he obtained it, and (2) wheat marketed prior to the 
beginning of a marketing year shall be considered to have been marketed subse- 
quent to the beginning of such marketing year if it is harvested during the 
calendar year in which such marketing year begins. 

“(d) Certifications required under this section may be made through the 
use of certificates, marketing cards, endorsements on bills of lading or ware- 
house receipts, or in any other manner, aS may be prescribed in regulations of 
the Secretary. 

“(c) No farm share (or portion thereof) of the national wheat requirement 
for primary use, and no right to consider wheat a primary-use wheat or as 
representing primary-use wheat, may be transferred except in connection with 
the transfer of wheat, as provided in this section. 


“FORFEITURES FOR VIOLATIONS 


“Sec. 379e. Any person who— 
(1) violates section 379d(a), or 
*(2) in connection with the sale or other transfer of wheat, falsely cer- 
tifies or otherwise represents wheat to be primary-use wheat, or to be wheat 
which represents primary-use wheat, when such wheat does not meet the 
requirements of section 379d, 
shall forfeit to the United States a sum equal to three times the number of 
bushels of wheat involved in the violations, multiplied by the parity price of 
wheat for the month in which the misrepresentation occurs. Such forfeiture 
shall be recoverable in a civil action brought in the name of the United States. 


“LAND RETIREMENT 


“Sec. 379f. No wheat producer shall be eligible to participate in a program 
under this subtitle for any year unless he has placed in a land retirement soil 
conserving use a portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 per centum 
of the base acreage of the farm established under section 379¢c. Such land 
retirement soil conserving use shall meet such requirements as the Secretary 
may prescribe. No payments shall be made to producers for complying with the 
first sentence. In any year in which the conservation reserve program under 
the Soil Bank Act or similar land retirement program is in effect, a wheat 
producer, in order to be eligible to participate in programs under this subtitle, 
must place an additional portion of the tillable acres on his farm equal to 10 
per centum of the base acreage of the farm as so established in such program, 
to the extent the funds available for such program permit. 


“ADJUSTMENT IN NATIONAL WHEAT REQUIREMENT FOR PRIMARY USE 


“Sec. 379g. If the Secretary has reason to believe that because of a national 
emergency or because of a material increase in demand for wheat, the amount of 
primary-use wheat should be increased, he shall cause an immediate investiga- 
tion to be made to determine whether the increase is necessary in order to meet 
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such emergency or increase in the demand for wheat. If, on the basis of such 
investigation, the Secretary finds that such increase is necessary, he shall 
immediately proclaim such finding (and if he finds an increase is necessary, the 
amount of the increase found by him to be necessary) and thereupon such re- 
quirements for the next succeeding marketing year shall be so increased. In 
case any national wheat requirement for primary use is increased under this 
section, each farm share for wheat shall be increased in the same ratio. 


“REPORTS AND RECORDS 


“Src. 379h. (a) The provisions of sections 873(a) of this Act shall apply to 
all persons, except wheat producers, who are subject to the provisions of this 
subtitle, except that any such person failing to make any report or keep any 
record as required by this section or making any false report or record shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be subject 
to a fine of not more than $2,000 for each such violation. 

“(b) The provisions of section 373(b) of this Act shall apply to all wheat 
farmers who are subject to the provisions of this subtitle. 


“PURCHASES BY COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


“Src. 379i. If the Secretary determines that the sum of the number of bushels 
of wheat which, during a marketing year, will or are likely to (1) be consumed 
as human food in the United States, or outside the United States by members 
of the Armed Forces, (2) be processed into food products composed wholly or 
partly of wheat and exported, or (3) be exported in unprocessed form, exceeds 
by more than fifty million bushels the estimate of such sum used in determining 
the national wheat requirement for primary use for such marketing year, then 
the Secretary shall add to his estimate for the next year an amount equal to 
such excess. In the event such sum falls short of the estimate of such sum used 
in determining the national wheat requirement for primary use for such mar- 
keting year then the Commodity Credit Corporation shall purchase at parity 
in the month in which such purchase is made during such marketing year suffi- 
cient number of bushels of wheat to eliminate such shortage. 


“SECONDARY USE OF WHEAT 


or 


“Seo. 379j. Except as provided in section 379d(a), nothing in this subtitle 
shall be considered to prohibit or restrict the transfer or use of wheat for sec- 
ondary use. For purposes of this subsection, wheat shall be for secondary 
use if it is not (1) consumed for human food in the United States, or outside 
the United States by members of the Armed Forces, (2) processed into food 
products composed wholly or partly of food products and exported, or (3) 
exported in unprocessed form. : 


“EXPORT SUBSIDIES 


“Src. 879k. Subsidies required to export wheat shall be paid in kind, up to 
a maximum of fifty million bushels in any year, from stocks of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, and any additional subsidy required to attain the estimated 
exports for that year shall be paid in cash.” 

Sec. 4. Section 361 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1988 is amended 
by striking out “wheat,” and by inserting before the period at the end thereof 
the following: “, and to the publication and review of farm shares of the 
national wheat requirement for primary use established under subtitle D”. 

Sec. 5. Part III of subtitle B of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 and Public Law 74 of the 77th Congress (7 U.S.C. 1340) shall not apply 
with respect to marketing years beginning on and after July 1, 1961. 

Sec. 6. Title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 


“PRICE SUPPORT (WHEAT) 


“Sec. 106. Notwithstanding any provision of section 101 of this Act, beginning 
with the 1961 crop of wheat, price support shall be made available through loans 
to producers of wheat at a level not less than 75 per centum of the parity price 
for wheat as determined by the Secretary as of May 1 prior to the beginning of 
the marketing year, on the amounts of the farm share of the national wheat re- 
quirement for primary use of such producers for such year.” 
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Sec. 7. Section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by inserting 
immediately after the fourth sentence thereof the following: “The Corporation 
shall not sell or transfer any wheat for a primary use described in clause (1), 
(2), or (3) of section 379b of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1988 at less 
than the parity price of wheat for the month in which such sale or transfer is 
made, except that the Corporation may make sales for secondary use at below 
such price for any of the purposes specified in clauses (A), (D), and (E) above 
or in the next to the last sentence of this section. In no event shall the Cor- 
poration sell or transfer more than one hundred and fifty million bushels of 
wheat for primary use in any marketing year when the price received by farmers 
for primary-use wheat is expected to be less than the parity price thereof.” 

Sec. 8. The provisions of subtitle D of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, which were added by section 2 of this Act, shall be in effect only 
with respect to the marketing year beginning July 1, 1961, and each of the 
succeeding marketing years. 





{H.R. 11751, 86th Cong., 2d Sess. ] 


A BILL To help restore the balance between the production of and the market demand 
for wheat, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assmbled, That the Congress hereby finds the present 
agricultural program to be inadequate to meet the present problems of wheat- 
growers. Surpluses are continuing to mount despite the subsidized disposal of 
huge quantities of wheat abroad and the application over the past several years 
of the strictest production controls permitted by law; at the same time, markets 
for wheat are diminishing: domestic food use of wheat per capita has declined 
to the lowest level in recorded history; the market for wheat as livestock feed 
has been greatly reduced as the price differentials between wheat and other 
feed grains have widened. There is an urgent need to achieve a balance between 
the production of wheat and our ability to move wheat into domestic consumption 
and export. The alternatives are to reduce drastically the acreage of wheat, 
which would have serious consequences for traditional wheat areas, or to pro- 
vide greater opportunity for market prices to guide the production and con- 
sumption of wheat. In order to solve the existing surplus problem without 
further impairing the right of traditional wheat areas to grow wheat, it is 
hereby declared to be the policy of Congress and the purpose of this Act to en- 
courage the expansion of markets for wheat, reduce unrealistic production 
incentives, minimize the economic hardship of wheatgrowers, and avoid shifting 
the burden of making the necessary adjustments to the producers of other 
commodities. 

Sec. 2. The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is hereby 
further amended by adding at the end of part III thereof the following new 
section: 

“Sec. 399. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, acreage allotments and 
marketing quotas shall not be established for the 1961 and subsequent crops of 
wheat.” 

“Sec. 3. Title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is hereby further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new section: 

“Sec. 106. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the level of price 
support for the 1961 and subsequent crops of wheat shall be based on the support 
level for corn for the same crop year, with reasonable adjustments, as determined 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, for differences in weight, nutritive value, and 
buyer preference, with the objective of restoring the pricing of wheat to market 
conditions as rapidly as possible: provided that the level of price support for 
wheat of the 1961 crop shall not be less than 120 percent of the level of price 
support for corn of the 1961 crop.” 

Sec. 4. Section 407 of title IV of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, 
is hereby further amended by adding the following at the end thereof : 

“Notwithstanding the foregoing. the Secretary of Agriculture shall institute 
adequate measures to protect producers of wheat and feed grains from com- 
petitive sales of wheat owned or acquired by Commodity Credit Corporation, 
which measures shall include the following: (1) Effective July 1, 1961, and 
continuing in subsequent years or until Commodity Credit Corporation stocks 
have reached “normal” as defined by law, the Corporation shall not make any 
net sales of wheat from stocks for domestic use at less than 150 per centum of 
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the then current support price for wheat, plus reasonable carrying charges; (2) 
annual sales of wheat from Commodity Credit Corporation stocks under the 
provisions of Public Law 480, Eighty-third Congress, as amended, or similar 
export programs in the 1961 and subsequent marketing years shall not exceed 
the average level of such sales in the marketing years 1957, 1958, and 1959; 
(3) Commodity Credit Corporation stocks may be used for donations to friendly 
nations and to friendly people who are found by the President, upon recom- 
mendation of the Secretary of Agriculture, to be in urgent need of such wheat 
and unable to pay a substantial portion of its value.” 

Sec. 5. Section 108 of the Soil Bank Act is hereby amended by adding a new 
paragraph (d) as follows: 

“(d) In addition to the acreage that might be placed in the conservation 
reserve pursuant to the above provisions, the Secretary is hereby authorized to 
enter into additional contracts with producers under subtitle B of the Soil Bank 
Act so that in the three-year period 1961-1963 the amount of land in the con- 
servation reserve would be sixty million acres by the end of the year 1963, with 
the greatest emphasis on getting additional acreages contracted under the first 
year of this additional authorization.” 


{H.R. 11895, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To help restore the balance between the production of and the market demand for 
wheat, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Congress hereby finds the present 
agricultural program to be inadequate to meet the present problems of wheat- 
growers. Surpluses are continuing to mount despite the subsidized disposal 
of huge quantities of wheat abroad and the application over the past several 
years of the strictest production controls permitted by law; at the same time, 
markets for wheat are diminishing; domestic food use of wheat per capita has 
declined to the lowest level in recorded history; the market for wheat as live- 
stock feed has been greatly reduced as the price differentials between wheat 
and other feed grains have widened. There is an urgent need to achieve a 
balance between the production of wheat and our ability to move wheat into 
domestic consumption and export. The alternatives are to reduce drastically 
the acreage of wheat, which would have serious consequences for traditional 
wheat areas, or to provide greater opportunity for market prices to guide the 
production and consumption of wheat. In order to solve the existing surplus 
problem without further impairing the right of traditional wheat areas to 
grow wheat, it is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress and the purpose 
of this Act to encourage the expansion of markets for wheat, reduce unrealistic 
production incentives, minimize the economic hardship of wheatgrowers, and 
avoid shifting the burden of making the necessary adjustments to the pro- 
ducers of other commodities. 

Sec. 2. The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is hereby fur- 
ther amended by adding at the end of part 111 thereof the following new 
section : 

“Sec. 399. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, acreage allotments 
and marketing quotas shall not be established for the 1961 and subsequent crops 
of wheat.” 

Sec. 3. Title 1 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is hereby further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new section: 

“Sec. 106. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the level of price sup- 
port for the 1961 and subsequent crops of wheat shall be based on the support level 
for corn for the same crop year, with reasonable adjustments, as determined 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, for differences in weight, nutritive value, and 
buyer preference, with the objective of restoring the pricing of wheat to market 
conditions as rapidly as possible: Provided, That the level of price support for 
wheat of the 1961 crop shall not be less than 120 per centum of the level of price 
support for corn of the 1961 crop.” 

Sec. 4. Section 407 of title IV of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is 
hereby further amended by adding the following at the end thereof: 

“Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Secretary of Agriculture shall institute 
adequate measures to protect producers of wheat and feed grains from competitive 
Sales of wheat owned or acquired by Commodity Credit Corporation, which 
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measures shall include the following: (1) Effective July 1, 1961, and continuing 
in subsequent years or until Commodity Credit Corporation stocks have reached 
“normal” as defined by law, the Corporation shall not make any net sales of 
wheat from stocks for domestic use at less than 150 per centum of the then 
current support price for wheat, plus reasonable carrying charges; (2) annual 
sales of wheat from Commodity Credit Corporation stocks under the provisions 
of Public Law 480, Eighty-third Congress, as amended, or similar export pro- 
grams in the 1961 and subsequent marketing years shall not exceed the average 
level of such sales in the marketing years 1957, 1958, and 1959; (3) Commodity 
Credit Corporation stocks may be used for donations to friendly nations and 
to friendly people who are found by the President upon recommendation of the 
Secretary of Agriculture to be in urgent need of such wheat and unable to pay 
a substantial portion of its value.” 

Sec. 5. Section 108 of the Soil Bank Act is hereby amended by adding a new 
paragraph (d) as follows: 

“(d) In addition to the acreage that might be placed in the conservation re- 
serve pursuant to the above provisions, the Secretary is hereby authorized to 
enter into additional contracts with producers under subtitle B of the Soil Bank 
Act so that in the three-year period 1961-1963 the amount of land in the conserva- 
tion reserve would be sixty million acres by the end of the year 1963, with the 
greatest emphasis on getting additional acreages contracted under the first year 
of this additional authorization. 

“(e) No grazing shall be permitted under any circumstances on lands placed 
in the conservation reserve, by reason of contracts made and entered into after 
the effective date of this Act, and from and after the date of the passage of 
this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture shall not approve the grazing of any lands 
which have heretofore been placed in the conservation reserve, where such 
approval may be withheld without incurring legal liability for breach of contract.” 


[H.R. 11919, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 

A BILL To improve the income of wheat producers, to reduce the cost to the United States 
Treasury of the wheat price stabilization program, to strengthen the wheat marketing 
quota provisions, to reduce the volume of Commodity Credit Corporation stocks of 
wheat, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 101 of the Agriculture Act of 
1949 as amended is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sub- 
section : 

“(g) Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions of this Section, price support 
shall be made available to producers for the 1961 crop of wheat, at not less than 
the parity price therefor.” 

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding the provisions of the second sentence of section 333 
of the Agriculture Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, the national acreage 
allotment for the 1961 crop of wheat shall not be less than forty million acres 
but may be established at less than fifty-five million acres. 

Sec. 3. Public Law 74, Seventy-seventh Congress, is amended as follows: 

(a) In the first sentence of item (1) strike out the period and insert in lieu 
thereof a comma and the following: “except that such farm marketing quota for 
the 1961 crop of wheat shall be the actual production of the acreage planted 
to wheat on the farm less the actual production and triple the normal produc- 
tion, whichever is the smaller, of that acreage planted to wheat on the farm 
but is not in excess of the farm acreage allotment for the 1961 crop of wheat.” 

(b) In the third sentence of item 1, strike out the period and insert a comma 
and add the following: “except that for the 1961 crop of wheat for ‘Farm mar- 
keting excess’ shall be the actual production and triple the normal production. 
whichever is the smaller of the acreage.” 

(c) In the second sentence of item 2, strike out the figure “45” and insert in 
lieu thereof the figure “65”. 

(d) In the first sentence of item 7, strike out the period, insert a comma, and 
add the following: “except that for the 1961 crop of wheat, a farm marketing 
quota on wheat shall not be applicable to any farm on which the acreage planted 
to the community is in the excess of ten acres.” 

Sec. 4. For the 1961 crop of wheat the Secretary of Agriculture shall make 
payments to producers with respect to acreage on the farm equal to 15 per 
centum of the farm acreage allotment. To be eligible to receive such payments, 
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the producer shall be in compliance with the marketing quota for the farm and 
shall not harvest any crop nor graze the acreage on which such payments are 
made. The Secretary shall make such payments at a rate per acre not exceeding 
in value three-fifths of the normal annual yield in bushels of wheat per harvested 
acres on the farm. Such payment shall be made in wheat from the stocks of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation by means of a negotiable certificate or in cash 
at the option of the producer. 

The Cuamman. The Chair recognizes Mr. Hoeven. 

Mr. Horven. Mr. Chairman, we have a group of Farm Bureau dele- 
gates from my congressional district present in the committee room 
this morning. I welcome them to our hearings on wheat legislation 
in which they are vitally interested. 

I am very pleased that these friends of mine are here, and I kindly 
ask that they stand to be recognized. 

(The delegation arose. ) 

The CrHairMan. We are very delighted to have you with us this 
morning. We hope that you enjoy your stay here in the great city 
of Washington. 

The first witness is Mr. Carl Bruns, president of the National Asso- 
ciation of Wheat Growers. 

Will you come forward to the witness chair, sir ? 

You are accompanied by Mr. Bayne and Mr. Baker, I understand. 

Mr. Bruns. Yes. 

The Cuairman. I notice that you have a prepared statement, and 
you may present it as you desire, 


STATEMENT OF CARL BRUNS, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF WHEAT GROWERS, CHAPPELL, NEBR., ACCOMPANIED BY 
GLEN BAYNE, PROGRAM CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF WHEAT GROWERS, AND PRESIDENT, WASHINGTON STATE 
WHEAT GROWERS ASSOCIATION, PROSSER, WASH.; AND JOHN A. 
BAKER, DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATIVE SERVICES, NATIONAL 
FARMERS UNION, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Bruns. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Carl Bruns, president of the National Association of Wheat 
Growers. My occupation is wheat farming and I live near Chappell 
in Deuel County, Nebr. 

Appearing also with me today, we have Mr. Glen Bayne, program 
chairman of the National Association of Wheat Growers and presi- 
dent of the Washington State Wheat Growers Association, 

Since Mr. John Baker is leaving town at 2 o’clock this afternoon due 
to a prior longstanding commitment and would be unable to per- 
sonally testify tomorrow, I have asked that he sit with us today to 
present the Farmers Union statement and to assist in answering 
questions. 

We had planned to have Mr. Newsome, whose leadership has done 
so much to crystallize the views of the three organizations, with us 
today and appear first, since many of the long-standing principles of 
the National Grange are embraced in this program. He was unable 
to appear today, but it is my understanding he will testify tomorrow 
in support of this program. 

On behalf of the National Association of Wheat Growers, I wish 


to express our gratitude to you, Mr. Chairman, and to all the mem- 
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bers of the committee for your efforts toward finding a solution to 
the problem of agric ulture, and particularly we would like to thank 
you for the opportunity to appear and present our wheat program 
which has been given considerable throught, time and effort by all 
of us. 

At this point it should be emphasized that this program was de- 
veloped and is approved by the National Grange, the National Farm- 
ers Union and the National Association of Wheat Growers. It is the 
product of numerous joint conferences and meetings and is within 
the framework of the adopted resolutions of each of the separate 
organizations. In addition, the plan is also endorsed by the several 
commodity groups. 

We have also contacted the American Farm Bureau Federation in 
our spirit of cooperation and while many of their farmer members 
have told me personally that our program and approach expresses 
their feelings and has their approval, those in charge on the national 
level tell us our program is not in accord with the resolutions adopted 
at the annual convention of that organization held recently in 
Chicago. Their national officers have advised us, therefore, they will 
be compelled to oppose this program. 

We know, Mr. Chairman, that you and the members of the com- 
mittee are aware of the current situation in agriculture. During the 
past 10 days you have been holding hearings on general farm legis- 
lature and have heard over and over again the details concerning ‘the 
problem and the cause of the problem, so I feel that a review of the 
varied and many details at this time is unnecessary and therefore 
unwarranted. 

I wish to call particular attention to four specific guidelines which 
wheat producers fee] must be embodied in a desirable and construc- 
tive program for wheat. 

1, Stop the ever-increasing accumulation of CCC stocks. 

2. Start a program which would orderly and effectively reduce 
CC 1C stocks. 

This plan must not compound the problem by shifting acres 
Homi wheat to feed grains and other crops. 

4. The decline in the farmers’ net income must stop if preserva- 
tion of the present standard of living for farmers is to be main- 
tained. 

I might say that it has to stop if we are going to stay in business 
as farmers. 

The 14 points of how the program works are as follows: 

These points were worked out jointly by the three organizations 
and others, and an outline of how the program will work. 

1. The secretary shall determine the total quantity of wheat for 
the primary use. This shall be the amount of wheat to be used for 
domestic food consumption and total exports for the next marketing 
year. 

2. Establish a national wheat requirement for primary use in an 
amount 150 million bushels less than the amount determined in No. 
1 above. 

3. Allocate the national wheat requirement for primary use among 
individual wheat producers on the basis of the established wheat base 
acres and normal production on each farm, except that if a pro- 
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ducer has a base of less than 15 acres his base shall be adjusted upward 
in accordance with the formulae. ' 

As to the formula, you have a copy of the marketing program for 
wheat and it is the last page of that. That contains the formula 
that we are talking about here. aU 

4. Before the start of the marketing year, each qualifying wheat 
producer will be issued marketing certificates for his share of the 
national wheat requirement for primary use, 

5. To qualify for primary use certificates, a wheatgrower must re- 
tire annually an amount equal to 10 percent of his wheat base to a 
land retirement soil conserving use, without rental payment. If, 
however, funds are available for a land-retirement program, he shall 
place a minimum of an amount equal to an additional 10 percent of 
his wheat base acres in this rental plan and receive payment. 

6. A farmer may plant, harvest, and sell or store all his wheat he 
wishes, but wheat sold for primary use must be accompanied by mar- 
keting certificates. 

7. Marketing certificates are not required for wheat sold for sec- 
ondary use such as feed, seed, or commercial use. 

8. Certificates are valueless unless accompanied by wheat. They 
are not transferable and are valid at the producer level only for the 
marketing year for which they are issued. 

9. No person shall be allowed to process for food or to export any 
wheat not covered by marketing certificates. 

10, CCC shall not sell any wheat for this primary use at less than 
100 percent of the effective parity price. After the program has 
operated for 1 year, the demand for this primary use will require 
at least 150 million bushels of CCC wheat; thus the price to producers 
at the market place should approach parity. 

11. The CCC inventory of wheat will be reduced in an orderly 
manner since a substantial portion of the primary use market will 
come from CCC stocks. 

12. Continuation of export subsidies, paid in cash rather than in 
kind, will be required through the adjustment period. 

13. In order to assist in orderly marketing, a 75 peréent of parity 
loan would be offered to qualifying producers only on certificate 
wheat. 

14, When CCC stocks have reached a reasonable level, the share of 
the national wheat requirement for primary use to qualifying pro- 
ducers shall be increased to meet the market demand for primary 
use. 

In summary, this program does four things: 

1. Stops any further buildup of CCC wheat stocks and provides 
for a reduction in an effective and orderly manner. 

2. Materially reduces total feed grain production on diverted wheat 
acres, 

This is the real important point: 

3. Saves Government $778,629,000 yearly or a realized net savings 
for an average family of $15 plus. 

4. Stabilizes producers’ income at the present level. 

We have a cost analysis of this program that was prepared by Mr. 
Glen Bayne and with your permission, Mr. Chairman, he will explain 
it at this time. 

The Cuarmrman. Very well. 
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You may proceed, Mr. Bayne. 

Mr. Bayne. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, first, I 
would like to say that this program is a very simple program. It is 
a market-control program versus the price of Government loan in the 
storage program. 

This program simply states that the visual market disappearance 
shall be established each year, and then that market disappearance 
shall be divided between the wheatgrowers and the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, the Commodity Credit C orporation taking their share, 
approximately 150 million bushels. 

The control of the market is in the wheat sale price of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation wheat. This market of wheat, as pointed 
out in one of the 14 points that Mr. Bruns just gave—this sale price 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation wheat would be based on 100 
percent of par ity; thus, the market during the year would approach 
parity for the bushels of wheat which are allocated to each farmer. 

Thus, the market during the year would approach parity for the 
bushels of wheat which are alloc on i each farmer. 

The marketing program for wheat—what it is: 

It is a program developed to sti 'bilize wheat marketing, thereby 
stabilizing vo income of wheat producers and reducing Government 
stocks of wheat. 

Who eeatabed it ? 

This program has been developed in conference with the N ee 
Grange, National Farmers’ Union, and National Association of W hea 
Growers, and, in addition, is supported by the National Farmers’ Or. 
ganization, Missouri Farmers’ Association, National Corn Growers’ 
Association, American Soybean Association, and the Grain Sorghums 
Producers’ Association. 

What it will do for the wheat producer: 

(1) Stabilize producers’ income at reasonable levels. 

(2) Allow freedom to plant and harvest crops best adapted with- 
out Government interference. 

(3) Permit producers to carry reserve for short crop years. 

(4) Prevent wheat prices from reaching disastrously low levels. 

(5) Enable wheat producers to market. best- quality wheat in do- 
mestic food and export market and lower grades in feed market. 

This is a very important point, because it will allow the wheat pro- 
ducer once again to produce for the wheat market, rather than to be 
producing for storage, as has been true under the present program. 

What it will do for the feed-grain producer : 

(1) Prevent shifting of diverted wheat ac reage to feed grains. 

(2) Materially reduce feed- -grain production on wheat far ms. 

(3) Make a substantial contribution to the balancing of feed-grain 
supplies with demand. 

(4) Aid in an orderly reduction of present surplus feed-grain stocks. 

What it will do for the American public—this is very important: 

(1) Materially reduce cost of wheat program to the taxpayer. 

(2) Stop buildup of Government holdings and start orderly reduc- 
tion. 

This is even more important, or just as important: 

(3) Provide adequate supply of high quality wheat for domestic 
food and export at reasonable prices 
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(4) Contribute to orderly marketing of highest quality wheat 
through regular commercial channels. 

(5) Insure continued ability of wheat producers to buy the products 
of industry and labor. 

(6) Stabilize incomes of small businesses in rural communities. 

How the program works: 

(1) The Secretary shall determine the total quantity of wheat for 
the primary use. This shall be the amount of wheat to be used for do- 
mestic food consumption and total exports for the next marketing 

year. 

(2) Establish a national wheat requirement for primary use in an 
amount of 150 million bushels less than the amount determined in No. 1 
above. 

(3) Allocate the national wheat requirement for primary use 
among individual wheat producers on the basis of the established wheat 
base acres and normal production on each farm, except that if a pro- 
ducer has a base of less than 15 acres his base shall be adjusted upward 
in accordance with the formula. 

(4) Before the start of the marketing year, each qualifying wheat 
producer will be issued marketing certificates for his share of the na- 
tional wheat requirement for primary use. 

(5) To qualify for primary use certificates a wheat grower must 
retire annually an amount equal to 10 percent of his wheat base to a 
land retirement soil conserving use, without rental payment. If, how- 
ever, funds are available for a land retirement program he shall place 
a minumum of an amount equal to an additional 10 percent of his 
wheat base acres in this program. 

(6) A farmer may plant, harvest, and sell or store all the wheat he 
wishes, but wheat sold for primary use must be accompanied by mar- 
keting certificates. 

(7) Marketing certificates are not required for wheat sold for sec- 
ondary use such as feed, seed, or commercial use. 

(8) Certificates are valueless unless accompanied by wheat. They 
are not transferable and are valid at the producer level only for the 
marketing year for which they are issued. 

(9) No person shall be allowed to process for food or to export any 
wheat not covered by marketing certificates. 

(10) CCC shall not sell any wheat for this primary use at less than 
100 percent of the effective parity price. After the program has op- 
erated for 1 year, the demand for this primary use will require at least 
150 million bushels of CCC whe: at, thus the price to producers at the 
mar ae we should approach parity. 

(11) The CCC inventory of wheat will be reduced in an orderly 
manner since a substantial portion of the primary use market will come 
from CCC stocks. 

(12) Continuation of export subsidies, paid in cash rather than in 
kind, will be required through the adjustment period. 

(13) In order to assist in orderly marketing a 75 percent of parity 
loan would be offered to qualifying producers only on certificate wheat. 

(14) When CCC stocks have reached a reasonable level, the share of 
the national wheat requirement for primary use to qualify: ing pro- 
ducers shall be increased to meet the market demand for primary use. 

If you will refer to the analysis of savings in costs, and the analysis 
of what the program will do, the basis of acreage, you will note that 
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this program will reduce the present wheat acreage now producing 
feed by approximately 5,670,000 acres which, at an average produc- 
tion of 0.8 ton of wheat per acre, means that the total net reduction 
in feed grain produced from wheat acreages; that is, based acres of 
wheat, based approximately, 4,608,000 tons; or extending it to a 
bushelage basis, approximately 193 million bushels of wheat less pro- 
duced than under the present program, which would be the amount 
produced under this program. 

You can see these figures in the analysis. Starting with the wheat 
base acres of 82 million, and the land retired in the present program, 
it is 2,300,000 and on the new program it would be approximately 
15,600,000. 

In item 7, the total wheat base acres used for feed is approximately 
24,700,000, and under the new program this would be reduced to 
18,940,000, or a net reduction of 5,760,000 acres of wheat base acres 
now producing feed which would not be doing so under this new 
program. 

The analysis also shows the savings to the Treasury of the United 
States in the operation of this program as compared to the cost of 
operating the present program. 

Under the present program the average takeover of wheat during 
the past year has been about 200 million bushels a year. At the ac- 
quisition cost of $1.81, this amount, together with the storage per year, 
and the interest on the money, amounts to about $413,820,000. As 
compared to the savings of the new wheat marketing program that 
we are suggesting, the Commodity Credit Corporation inventory 
would be reduced, after this program was in operation, by 150 million 
bushels a year. 

At parity these 150 million bushels can move into the market only 
at. the parity price, so that the recovery for the Commodity Credit 
Corporation in this market would be $2.36 a bushel under the present 
parity. 

On the storage we would save on the 150 million bushels, and also 
the interest, to a total of $396,577,500._ Then you remember we would 
reduce the feed by, approximately, 4,608,000 tons. If it had been pro- 
duced it would have gone into the Commodity Credit Corporation and 
would have cost the Commodity Credit Corporation about $224,- 
570,000 per year. 

So that the total savings to the Commodity Credit Corporation, 
brought about by the savings on the feed grain, that would not go 
into inventory, amounts to $621,147,500. 

This program will cost an additional amount for export subsidy. 
And we have set up the estimate of this under II-C in the following 
table. 

The estimated domestic price return at the farm level for this figure 
we estimated at 90 percent of parity. It may run higher than that. 
We felt that 90 percent of parity was a good figure to start with. 
This would mean that the export subsidy would have to run about 92 
cents, as compared to the present export subsidy of 55 cents, or an 
increase of 37 cents a bushel. 

On the 440 million bushels exported, this would cost an additional 
$170,126,000, including interest. As to the land retirement program, 
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the acres of land retired of the wheat base, we estimate that at 15,600,- 
000 acres, and half of it would be without rental—only one-half of it 
would be paid for at an average of $15 an acre, and we estimate that 
at $117 million, less the cost of ‘the present program of 2,300,000 acres, 
which is in the soil bank or in the conservation reserve, which w ould 
leave a net cost of the land retirement program of $82,500,000, or a 
total cost of the land retirement program of $86,212,000, so that the 
additional cost would be $250,338,500. 

The total savings that you would have under the new marketing 
program is $621, 147,500, plus C and D above the additional cost of the 
new program of $256,338,500, which would leave a net savings in the 
operation of the new program of $364,809,000 plus the savings be- 
cause of the 200 million bushels which would not be going into the 
C ommodity Credit Corporation under this program which would have 
gone in under the present program, leaving a net saving in the 
Treasury of, approximately, $778,629,000. 

This program can be operated without new money coming from the 
Treasury. I think that this is an important point, as all of you who 
are on this committee know and are well aware of, that any wheat 
program which is reasonable must cost the American taxpayer less 
money than the present program does. And we believe that we have 
done that with this. 

This completes my testimony. I should like to have these tables 
made a part of the record. 

The Cuarrman. They will be included in the record at this point. 

(The tables referred to are as follows:) 


ANALYSIS OF SAVINGS IN Costs BETWEEN PRESENT WHEAT PROGRAM AND PROPOSED 
WHEAT MARKETING PROGRAM 


Production relationship effect of programs on wheat-base acres 

















Present | Wheat 
program | marketing 
program 
SW ed Tined OCR sso. a picks iedtbseeepetdoaks Sbdeel Pua ats 82, 000, 000 82, 000, 000 
Ne ce ehiun meee da a iat td | 2, 300, 000 15, 600, 000 
3. Wheat base available for production wep Sic deks : : ‘ 79, 700, 000 66, 400, 000 
4. Wheat base acres abandoned yearly.......................-.....-.... 5, 000, 000 5, 460, 000 
5. Wheat acres harvested—seed__- nie gees date tein taney tah Dawn 2, 900, 000 3, 000, 000 
6. Wheat acres harvested for wheat market.......... ibevinkadeaddind ‘ 47, 100, 000 39, 000, 000 
7. Total wheat base acres used for feed___- sical 24, 700, 000 18, 940, 000 
8. Reduction in total wheat acres devoted to feed.........._-..._-_.------_-].--__.-_____-- 5, 760, 000 
9. Estimated yield per acre, 0.8 ton, shows net reduction in ‘feed under wheat 
marketing program produced on wheat base acres (5,760,000 acres times 
OSS COR DOT COO) n cc cncnenascsccccncntinsccheabdatdbsnecelsesuesése SO. Secedagiahudaae 4, 608, 000 








Annual comparison of present program and wheat marketing program after 
1st year of operation 


I. Additional annual cost present program: 
A, Net annual change in inventory, 200,000,000 bushels 
Qt 61.81 20. jadi eeliudeensbicatinnadieeedle $362, 000, 000 
B. Annual cost storage on above, 200,000,000 at 17 cents 
SY CN tas sien stil alinen tiles tein aah aie aa 34, 000, 000 
Annual cost interest on above series at 41% percent____ * 820, 000 


D. Total additional cost, present program and year__ 418, 820, 000 


53480—60—6 
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II. Annual savings wheat marketing program: 
A. CCC inventory recovery : 


1. 150,000 bushels per year at $2.36__---------_- $354, 000, 000 
2. Storage on above at 17 cents per bushel____-_~_~ 25, 500, 000 
BD. FES Oi NDR isks ink di necee nes 17, 077, 500 

a a Eel 386, 577, 500 








B. CCC savings on feed grain price support operation : 
1. Savings to CCC from reduced acquisition of feed 
grains (4.6 million tons at $40 per ton) —----- 184, 000, 000 
2. Storage on above (4.6 million tons times 42 
bushels per ton (estimate) equals 193.2 mil- 


lion bushels) at 16 cents per bushel_—_----~~~- 30, 900, 000 
B Enéerest on abowe.w 26. nesses sss eee ier 9, 670, 000 
iia ehteiniansont ee eg ta ds al a _.. 224,570, 000 
Total wwe, 4 end Bi. LL 621, 147, 500 


C. Cost export subsidy : 
1. Estimated domestic price (farm level), per 





I Sooke ORION A A Ae BE Sd EE $2. 12 
2; Mixer ouuniag, Ser vashel. . ..-.. 2... 1. $0. 92 
3. Export subsidy under present program, per 

ae da alee unin abs $0. 55 
4. Net subsidy increase, per bushel___----_------- $0. 37 
5. Estimated export (millions of bushels)~----~-- 440 
6. Additional cost export subsidy___._..___._---_-~_~- $162, 800, 000 
7. Interest on above at 414 percent_________--_-_- 7, 326, 000 
8. Total additional export subsidy costs__._ 170, 126, 000 


D. Cost land retirement program : 
1. Acres of land retired of wheat base (millions 
of acres) 15.6 





2. On half without rental (millions of bushels) 7.8 
miIOent On MOM Ot Sib Kasi kc cncecncnncccnncs $197, 0 OO 

4. Less cost present program, 2.3 million acres 
Nea at 34, 500, 000 
5. Net cost land retirement program_____~ 8&2, 500, 000 
6. Interest on above at 4% percent_________~_ hands 3, 712, 500 
as Total cost land retirement__._...________ 86, 212, 500 
Total additional cost, C and D__________ 256, 338, 500 

Total savings, new wheat marketing program : 

a 621, 147, 500 
Total additional cost now, C and D____- a ee 





Ce 


Savings 


IIIf. Annual net monetary results of wheat marketing program : 
Additional annual cost, present program________________ 413, 820, 000 
Annual saving, wheat marketing program______- .----. 364, 809, 000 


I ie toh aes 778, 629, 000 
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Analysis of reduction of CCC inventory extended for 5 years 


{In millions of bushels] 


Present program Wheat marketing pro- 











| 
gram 
I. CCC wheat inventory projection bey oes eet Py |- ued, 
| Increase | ‘Total Decrease Total 
———————— _— aan | 
On hand July 1: | | 
Ss wskviceiens nea ewetaneeans ste ia abana thea ell eat ace cele a 1, 400 
BSF. codecs ncckice sees eaide 1 See neds 200 | 1, 600 | 80 1, 320 
PEM ORin notsnedcsccdcnessscsoaganstdasosenagee@egs | 200 | 1, 800 150 1,170 
Ss oti daes gud ewcesccncuapygonascpusiesqusdedea 200 2, 000 150 1, 020 
POO iia ibd nb sched dd ae eres e | 200 2, 200 150 870 





SPECIAL PROVISION FOR PROTECTION OF INCOME OF SMALL GROWERS (15-ACRE 
EXEMPTION ) 


Under the general proposal the national marketing quota is divided up among 
individual farms in accordance with the distribution of each farm’s wheat base 
multiplied by normal yield. The provision for small farmers is designed to 
maintain this general allocation formula by establishing a fair definition of 
wheat base as applied to the small grower whose wheat base acreage is less 
than 15 acres. 

(1) Establish marketing allotment for all farms on same basis. 

(2) Producer whose wheat base acreage is less than 15 acres may request 
an aes in his base. 

(3) Maximum upward adjustment for any such producer would be: 

(a) Consider his actual average annual planting of wheat for harvest 
of the immediately preceding 3 years as his readjusted acreage allotment ; 

(b) Adjusted base would be such actual plantings plus products of the 
average national ratio of diverted acres multiplied by such average annual 
plantings of wheat for harvest. 

(4) The total of the farm marketing quotas required for these adjustments 
would be added to the original national marketing quota. 

(5) To protect the market for small producers, Commodity Credit Corporation 
would be directed to buy not to exceed the quantity of the added marketing 
quota, if the market price should at any time drop below 90 percent of parity. 

The CHarrMan. Have you finished ? 

Mr. Bayne. Yes. 

The CHarrMan. You said that ordinarily 200 million bushels of 
wheat would go into storage. On page 2 of your statément on the 
heading “How the Program Works,” in paragraph 2, you indicate 
that 150 million bushels would go into the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration stocks. Would you mind explaining that difference ? 

Mr. Bayne. The 150 million bushels would be coming out of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation stocks. The 150 million bushels 
would be fe amount that Commodity Credit Corporation stocks 
would be reduced each ye: ww under this program. 

The Cramman. The Secretary determines the primary use ? 

Mr. Bayne. Yes, that is right. 

The Coairman. And you deduct the 150 million from that ? 

Mr. Bayne. That is right. 

The Cuatrman. And remove the 150 million from the Commodity 
Credit Corporation stocks 

Mr. Bayne. That is correct. 

Mr. Axsert. There is one question that bothers me. I do not 
know whether this is the time to ask it. Before asking it I want 
to commend this group for the hard work they have done, they have 
tried and worked hard to work out a good bill. My question is, Would 
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it mean that the excess wheat for feed or other uses could be planted 
without restriction and without Government support ¢ 

Mr. Bayne. Yes. 

Mr. Arpzert. All of the other feed c rops are under support, corn, and 
all of the others. Would we not be putting ourselves in the position 
of stacking up in the Commodity Credit Corporation warehouses corn 
and other feeds, while wheat would be moving at a lesser price on the 
market? We have to consider that, and to consider the cost of such 
a program. That is not included in your cost analysis, as I under- 
stand it. 

The CHarrman. On page 
of 75 percent of parity on the certificated amount o 

Mr. Avsert. That is certificated wheat ? 

Mr. Bayne. Yes. 

Mr. Apert. That is what you would have—itwould be free wheat / 

The Cuairman. Do you not have it at parity—you cannot support 
free wheat 

Mr. Bayne. No,no. The certificated wheat is controlled wheat. 

The CHarrman. I understand that the certificated wheat is, but I 
bring in my certificate, and I get 75 percent on it / 

Mr. Bayne. That is right, but you are certificated. 

The CHarrman. The certificated wheat is at that set price? 

Mr. Bayne. That is right. 

The CuHairman. Of course, it is not free wheat. You do not sup- 
port free wheat. 

Mr. Bayne. That is right. 

Mr. Horven. The marketing certificates are not required for wheat 
sold for secondary use, such as feed, seed, or commercial use. 

Mr. Bayne. That is correct. 

Mr. Hoeven. In other words, that is the dumping provision, 1s it 
not ? 

Mr. Bayne. May I explain this, Mr. Hoeven? Under our present 
wheat program, approximately, one-third or a little better than one- 
third of the wheat base acres are now competing in the feed grain 
market. Those are the diverted acres that are presently competing in 
that feed grain market. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Poage said to me that I had indicated that 
was under the impression that you were supporting unlimited mina 
tion. If I said that, I was incorrect. You are supporting at 75 per- 
cent of parity the wheat that is grown ? 

Mr. Bayne. That is right. 

The Cuatrman. And it is not unlimited production ? 

Mr. Bayne. That is correct. 

The CHarrMan. But you are permitting it to be grown ? 

Mr. Bayne. That is right. 

Mr. Arsert. And to be sold in competition with supported crops. 
That is what I am talking about. And I think that you have to add 
that cost in order to make a complete statement. 

Mr. Bayne. May I point out once again, in answering your ques- 
tion, Mr. Albert and Mr. Hoeven, that one-third of the present base 
acres are competing in the feed grain market. 

Under this program, 20 percent of the wheat base acres will be 
taken out of production; 10 percent to be donated by the wheat 


‘ 


3 of his statement eo for a loan 
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farmer, because the wheat farmer is willing to accept his fair share 
of the responsibility for the total overproduction of the food and fiber 
plant of America, which is 8 to 10 percent, as you all know. 

The CuarrmMan. Will not all of the free wheat grown under this 
program be marketed in competition with corn ¢ 

Mr. Bayne. Yes; and it would be replacing barley and rye and 
other feed grains that have presently been grown on wheat base acres. 
There would be less tons of feed produced on the wheat acres than 
is true under the present program. 

Mr. Apert. Is it not also true that this will tend to make the pro- 
duction of corn and other feed grains more likely to go into the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation hands ? 

Mr. Bayne. We do not think so, Mr. Albert. On the basis of this 
analysis, we believe that there will be better than 414 million tons less 
feed produced on the wheat acres than is true at the present time. 

The Cnairman. Why permit the free wheat to be grown—you 
know that it will compete with the others ¢ 

Mr. Bayne. What would you do with it, sir? 

The Cuarrman. You know that it will compete with the others. 

Mr. Bayne. At the present time, our diverted acres are producing 
barley and rye and grain sorghums in competition with other feed 
grains. 

The CuarMan. Do you not think that the wheat growers would be 
willing to put that idle land into the soil bank or conservation prac- 
tices and have a controlled program ¢ 

Mr. Bayne. I do not. believe that they could economically do that, 
especially in view of the fact that the other feed grains have so far not 
recognized the fact that this is a total program and that they, too, 
must reduce their feed program. 

We feel that we have in donating 10 percent of our wheat base 
acres—in offering to do so—offered to take on our shoulders our share 
of the total agricultural overproduction. 

Mr. Bruns. Mr. Chairman, I might say here that there is some con- 
troversy about what will be produced on these acres. 

Mr. Bayne is assuring that they will go into wheat. ~ Under this 
program as we have outlined it, the farmer would be free to put on 
wheat or milo or whatever he wishes, as he presently does today, but 
the part of the wheat base acres presently in production, in excess 
production, would be taken out by the wheat producer voluntarily 
with no pay. 

Mr. Betcuer. Will you yield there ? 

The CHarrmMan. Yes. 

Mr. Beicuer. As I understand it, this is on a bushel basis. The 
farmer would get a certificate, say for, 2,000 bushels of wheat. That 
farmer does not know. in September, for example, how many acres it 
will take to produce 2,000 bushels of wheat. So in view of the fact 
that he is going to get $2.37 per bushel, and he would only get a small 
fraction of that amount for milo or some feed grain, is it not fair to 
assume that the farmer is going to plant enough acres of wheat to 
make sure that he produces more than two thousand bushels, because 
if he runs under that, he will lose. 

Mr. Bruns. I think this is right. I think this is one of the strong 
points of the program. It allows the farmer an orderly marketing 
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under this program, and the farmer is the one who has the responsi- 
bility of holding it. We like this clause in there because it allows us 
to produce in the favorable years, like down in the southwestern part 
of the United States where it is dry for a period of time, and then 
they have good weather, and they can build up the reserve—they can 
hold it themselves, and they can sell it when they have the bad years 
to stabilize the farmer, and it does not cause him to have economic 
problems that we had, you remember, a few years ago, where the 
whole Southwest was blown away and they did not have any income. 
This provides that he can hold this wheat on his farm and stabilize 
his income and it does not hurt the market by doing it. 

Mr. Bevcuer. That will mean that you will have a tremendous 
surplus of wheat and that certainly will mean a cloud on the market. 

Mr. Bruns. If the farmer is willing to store this wheat on his farm, 
I think that your assumption is correct, but I would guess that the 
wheat farmer w ould be reluctant to pile up huge surpluses i in excess 
of 1 or 2 years’ marketing certificates with the view that he has 
to hold it himself. 

Mr. Bexicuer. But if you have marketing certificates for 2,000 
bushels, you would be very, very sure when you plant in the fall that 
you would have that much to sell so that you would not come up 
short at $2.37 cents a bushel. 

Mr. Bruns. That is correct. Until I had this reserve buildup in 
my own graneries, I am sure that I would. 

Mr. Betcuer. And after he gets that buildup, that will certainly be 
quite a load on the market, even if it is in farmers’ hands instead of 
in Government warehouses. 

Mr. Bruns. I am not sure that it would be, because he is only al- 
lowed to market that amount which he gets certificates for. 

This is a firm controlled program, a tight controlled program, 
based on units or bushels instead of acres. 

The certificates are based on what the market will absorb. 

Mr. Betcurr. That isall, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poacr. The farmer would have that surplus and it would not 
be any burden on the taxpayer, would it—it would be a burden on the 
farmer. 

Mr. Bruns. That is correct. 

Mr. Poace. Presently the U.S. Government will, according to the 
President, be paying $1 billion | a year for carrying the surpluses, is 
that not correct ? 

Mr. Bruns. One billion dollars? 

Mr. Poace. Yes, $1 billion. I do not. know whether the President 
is right or not. That is what he said—$1 billion a year. 

If you shift this program into the hands of the farmers, it will not 
cost the taxpayers anything; is that not correct 

Mr. Bruns. It will cost nothing; that is true. 

Mr. Betcuer. I said that the huge surpluses of wheat stored on the 
farms all over the United States would be a cloud on the market. 

Mr. Poace. But there is no burden on the taxpayer. 

Mr. Burns. No burden on the taxpayer ; that is correct. 

Mr. Poace. And there has been quite a bit of feeling expressed that 
we should lift some of this burden from the taxpayer. 

Mr. Bruns. That istrue. That is our feeling, too. 
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Mr. Poage. I hope that others will go along with us on that prop- 
osition of relieving the taxpayer of some of this $1 billion a year 
burden. 

Mr. Bruns. We are sure that we are in accord with you, Mr. 
Poage. 

Mr. Breeprne. Mr. Bruns, I would like to ask you, how long would 
it take to get rid of our surpluses of wheat under this program ? 

Mr. Bruns. It depends on how far down you go, but we assume that 
in 5 or 6 years, when you look at the carryover of wheat on hand at 
that time, we might be at a place where you would want to stop and 
provide for a normal carryover. 

We think in 5 or 6 years this will be down to a reasonable level, a 
level by which we would want to stop depleting the Commodity Credit 
Corporation stocks. 

Mr. Bayne. May I point to this, too? You will see an extension 
of this program on the basis of the carryover to 1964-65, at which time 
we would have left on hand of our present 1,400 million carryover 
only about 870 million bushels, whereas if we continue with our 
present program we will have at that time 2,200 million. 

Mr. Breeprna. Another question that I would like to ask, sir, is 
this: 

As to these certificates that you speak of, in order to sell wheat, are 
they eligible to be carried over from 1 year to the next—for example, 
providing you did not raise any wheat this year, can you add those 
certificates to your certificates that you get next year ? 

Mr. Bayne. No, sir. The certificates expire in the growers’ hands 
at the end of each marketing year. 

Mr. Breeprne. On the Commodity Credit Corporation loan pro- 
gram you have 75 percent of parity—is that a nonrecourse loan ? 

Mr. Bayne. That is a nonrecourse loan. However, we think that 
this would act only to set up an orderly marketing procedure, because 
if the markets, as we believe it will under this program, during the 
marketing year approaches parity, there will be none of this loaned 
wheat that will ever be forfeited to the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion, because a farmer would be foolish to let it go for $1.78 or $1.80 
when the market will approach $2.30 during the year. 

Mr. Breeprne. That being true, the price of feed wheat would be 
higher than the price of corn; for instance, if we had free wheat and 
we wished to sell it on the world market, would it not be higher than 
the price of corn? It would not be in competition with the corn, 
wie it? 

Mr. Bayne. The export wheat is included in the certificates. 

Mr. Breepina. I mean the wheat that is not set up for export or 
for domestic consumption. 

Mr. Bayne. That cannot be exported; except for feed wheat. 

Mr. Breepinc. How does it compete with corn in price? Would 
it not be higher in price ? 

Mr. Bayne. That would depend, of course, on the market demand. 

Mr. Breepinc. What would control that price? 

Mr. Bayne. Only the market. 

Mr. Breeprne. The market for feed ? 

Mr. Bayne. For industrial use or whatever use it could be made 
available for—feed—whatever other use the market would demand. 
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Mr. Avsert. There is a possibility, is there not, Mr. Bayne, that 
with these takeovers under the 15-acre program and under the support 
program, that you may have a disappearance of less than 150 million 
bushels of wheat, since the takeover under the 15-acre provision, if 
I understand it properly, i is in addition to the primary-use program, 
is that right ? 

Mr. Bayne. That is right. But in the bill itself, Mr. Albert, we 
have provided that in the case where the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion is, apparently, not going to have to place in the marketplace 
these 150 million bushels, then the Commodity Credit Corporation 
can go into the market and purchase at parity the difference between 
the 150 million bushels and what the market is developing. 

This is a protection in case the Secretary has missed in his estimate 
and there is less export than he had figured. In case that developed 
the Commodity Credit Corporation shall purchase in the mopeen 
place at parity, if that develops, the amount that the estimate has 
been missed. 

Mr. Arzert. Do you not think, in view of the fact you are holding 
this Commodity Credit Corporation wheat off the market and in 
view of the fact that you are increasing the export subsidy, that the 
farmer should also have some aid, a support higher than 75 percent 
of parity / 

Mr. Bayne. This isa point that could be debated. 

The CHarrman. Under the 75-percent-of-parity loan arrangement, 
would that require the Government to store that wheat under the 
loan, or would it have to be stored on the farm? 

Mr. Bayne. I presume that the loan would be handled exactly as 
the loan is handled at present. 

The Cuaimrman. Then you would be putting it into the Govern- 
ment’s hands. 

Mr. Bayne. Only if it were surrendered. We do not believe any 
of it would be, sir. 

The Cuatrman. What do you mean, “surrendered”? 

Mr. Bayne. If the loan was forfeited. 

The Cuatrman. What? 

Mr. Bayne. If the loan was forfeited, then it would go into the 
Commodity Credit Corporation storage. Up to that time the storage 
is paid for by the grower. 

The CHatrman. The Government would have to store all of the 
loan wheat ? 

Mr. Bayne. No, I do not believe that is true even under the present 
program, is it, sir? 

The Cuamrman. He can store it on the farm ? 

Mr. Bruns. Mr. Chairman, may I remark and comment on this? 
The reason that we put the loan at 75 percent was to preset the 
income of the small producer who has not been storing wheat. And 
it is done, also, to provide for orderly marketing. 

We will say that there are several 15-acre type farms that have not 
been using the loan program—they do not know about it—they are not 
familiar with it. it is cumbersome. They have small quantities, and 
they have been dumping their product on the market. 

We put this loan provision in there to provide income to those 
people at harvesttime when wheat would move into the market in big 
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quantities, so that if the market was depressed they would be forced 
under the depressed market to sell at a loss. We provide for this 
loan, you see. 

Mr. Avpert. It would be under the loan ¢ 

Mr. Bruns. It could very well be. We do not anticipate any of 
this primary wheat going to the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

The CHarrMan. It does under the support program. 

Mr. Bruns. Yes, it does. 

The CuatrmMan. Why should it be a nonrecourse loan, then ? 

Mr. Bruns. I said that it could very well be either way. It could 
be a recourse loan. 

Mr. McIntire. I should like to go a little bit into the point as to 
the reduction of wheat in inventory. 

It seems to me, if I understand your suggestion here, you propose 
to reduce the Commodity Credit Corporation inventory by 150 
million bushels a year. 

On the other hand, in paragraph 10, you state that Commodity 
Credit Corporation shall not sell any wheat for this primary use at 
less than 100 percent of the effective parity price. 

Then is it not a fact that the reduction of the inventory of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation wheat is predicated on and restricted 
to those times when the price for the primary use wheat is at 100 
percent of parity ? 

Mr. Bayne. That is correct—this is the key to the program. 

Mr. McIntire. How are you going to be able to say, on the basis 
of your statement here, as to the proposed reduction of the inventory, 
that you will be able to do that? Very often, it seems to me, you 
would be missing the parity level fully as many times as you would 
be striking it. 

Mr. Bayne. We have artificially shorted the visual market by 150 
million bushels. The Secretary shall set up prior to the beginning 
of the crop year a figure representing the primary use which shall be 
the sum of the domestic use plus exports. From that figure shall be 
taken 150 million bushels. The balance of that amount shall be 
allocated to the farmer on the basis of bushels. . 

The market is there. And as it develops it will require the wheat. 
There is only one place that it can come from, and that is the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation. 

Mr. McIntire. The market is there by volume, but is that the key 
to the price? 

Mr. Bayne. Your key to price are the 150 million bushels of Com- 
modity Credit Corporation wheat which will be required, which 
have only one price at which it can move into the marketplace, and 
that is at parity. So the market will approach parity as the demand 
develops, because the only place the market can turn to, to fulfill its 
requirements, will be the Commodity Credit Corporation, because we 
have shorted the market. 

Let us take some figures, for instance. Let us say that the domestic 
use is 500 million bushels a year. Let us say that exports are esti- 
mated at 450 million bushels. This is about what has been exported 
in the last 2 or 3 years. That takes a total of 950 million bushels. 

From that we will take 150 million bushels, leaving 800 million 
bushels which will be the farmers’ share of this market. 
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Those 800 million bushels will be factored back through the States 
and the counties to the farmers. 

There are only 800 million bushels coming into the year during this 
given year from the market, yet there is a market for 950 million 
bushels. So as this market demand develops, the only place that the 
market can turn to, to secure its supply, is from the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, and the only basis on which the Commodity 
Credit Corporation can sell is at. parity. So the market must ap- 
proach parity in order to release the Commodity Credit Corporation 
wheat to supply the demand. 

Mr. McIntire. The market has to be either parity or above, and 
not just approaching it. 

Mr. Bayne. Yes, that is correct. It will eventually reach it before 
Commodity Credit Corporation stocks can supply the requirements 
of the market. 

Mr. Betcuer. Will you yield there? 

Mr. McIntire. Yes. 

Mr. Bextcuer. That is assuming that the Secretary of Agriculture 
estimated the exact number of bushels that would’ be required for 
export, but if he estimates 450 million bushels, and we only export 
375 million bushels during that year, then the market will go below. 

Mr. Bayne. Excuse me, have you finished ? 

Mr. Bevcuer. I have finished. 

Mr. Bayne. We say in that case that the Secretary shall purchase 
from the market at parity the difference between what he has esti- 
mated and what he is actually exporting. 

Mr. Bexcuer. You are liable to increase the stocks of the Com- 
modity Credit Corpor ation, are you not, by doing that? However, 
instead of paying 75 percent of parity for the increase in the stocks, 
you will be paying 100 percent, will you not? 

Mr. Bayne. No, there will be a net reduction. It might not total 
the 450 million bushels. In case this develops, which we hope will 
not develop, but if it should, the reduction might not total] 450 million 
bushels, but there will be a net reduction, because there will be 
some export. 

Mr. Bexcuer. Instead of taking the wheat into the Commodity 
Credit Corporation at 75 percent of par ity, as we do now under the 
loan, you would be taking it into the Commodity Credit Corporation 
stocks at 100 percent of parity, would you not? 

Mr. Bayne. But at a much lesser quantity, and you would be re- 
turning to the marketplace that at parity. 

Mr. Beicuer. But the wheat that went into it would still be costing 
more money than under the present program ? 

Mr. Bayne. That is correct, but the quantity would be much less. 

Mr. McIntire. I would like to get to another point, if I may, Mr. 
Chairman. 

In your statement you refer here to savings to Commodity Credit 
Corporation by reason of the reduced acquisition of grains. That 
has already been touched upon, but do you not think that } your estimate 
of $184 million is subject to very serious question, because the reduc- 
tion you would get here would depend a lot upon the price levels in 
the feed grain categories, would it not ? 

Mr. Bayne. No; I believe that the reduction here is based on the 
land-retirement program that is anticipated in this bill. If the land- 
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retirement program is not available on a rental basis, and only the 
10 percent donated is retired, then this figure would not be actual. 

However, if there is a land-retirement. program, so that 20 percent 
of the wheat base acres—10 percent donated by the farmer and 10 
percent under a soil bank type of land economy type program—if 
that becomes effective, these figures are, I believe, quite a good estimate. 

Mr. McIntire. That isall. Thank you. 

Mr. Levertna. I would like to ask one question as to the right of 
a farmer to feed the wheat over and above his allotment on the farm. 

Mr. Bruns. He has this right. 

Mr. Levertnea. He has this right ? 

Mr. Bruns. Yes. 

Mr. Levertne. An unlimited right to feet wheat on his farm? 

Mr. Bruns. That is right. 

Mr. Levertne. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Teacuer. I am not at all sure whether I am for or against this 
program, but I would like to compliment these gentlemen for their 
most clear and concise presentation of a program as I have heard 
since I have been here. 

Mr. Bruns. Thank you. 

Mr. Bayne. Thank you. 

Mr. Drxon. At the outset of your remarks you have the statement, 
“prevent shipping of diverted wheat acreage to feed grain.” 

I am wondering whether that will have any effect on the dairy and 
livestock industry ; that is, on the overproduction. 

Mr. Bayne. We believe that there will be a net reduction in feed 
grain production on the wheat. base acres. 

Mr. Drxon. You do not think that it will increase our already great 
overproduction ? 

Mr. Bayne. We think that it will reduce it, because we are going 
to produce less feed on the acres that are now producing such crops, 
those acres that before produced wheat and are now producing feed 
grains, 
~ Mr. Drxon. That might be true about that, but what about pastur- 
age, and the raising of hay ? > 

Mr. Bayne. There might be a slight increase on the pasturage, on 
the 10 percent of the wheat base acreages that are donated by the 
grower. This would depend upon the regulation under which the 
donation was made. 

Mr. Dixon. Do you not think that it might be better to restrict it? 

Mr. Bruns. We anticipate that it will be taken out. 

Mr. Bayne. We anticipate that it would be subject to regulation 
which would prevent these processes. 

Mr. Drxon. You believe that it could be subject to regulation ? 

Mr. Bayne. Yes. 

Mr. Betcuer. The thing that has always concerned me, and the 
thing that has caused me the greatest concern in the present program 
was the 15-acre provision. I have not had an opportunity to read this 
thoroughly. But, apparently, you do not eliminate the 15-acre exemp- 
tion in this bill, do you 

Mr. Bayne. Notentirely. We have made some provision. 

Mr. Betcuer. In other words, as I read the bill, any 15-acre farmer 
who has planted 15 acres for the past 3 years would have a 15-acre 
certificate, based on that acreage; would he not? 
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Mr. Bruns. The 15-acre farmer is provided for. At this time, since 
I come from the western part of N Vebraska, where we have no 15-acre 
farmers, and since Mr. Baker is here and does have a short statement 
that is quite familiar with that matter, I would like to have him 
give his testimony and be in the position to answer questions. 

Mr. Betcuer. I will be glad to have Mr. Baker do so. 

The CuarrMan. You may proceed, Mr. Baker. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. BAKER, DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATIVE 
SERVICES, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Baxer. I request that my prepared statement be placed in the 
record. 

The CuarrmMan. Without objection, that will be done. 

(The prepared statement of John A. Baker, director of legislative 
services, National Farmers Union, follows :) 


IMPROVED INCOME AND MARKET SUPPLY STABILIZATION PROGRAM FOR WHEAT 


(Statement of J. A. Baker, director of legislative services, National Farmers 
Union) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a real personal privilege, 
and a source of considerable gratification to appear before your committee this 
morning in agreement with our allies, the National Grange and the National 
Association of Wheat Growers. 

We in Farmers Union are proud of the wheat program that has been devel- 
oped through the joint and cooperative efforts of representatives of three great 
service organizations of bona fide farmers. We are fully as proud and grati- 
fied that we can come before your committee this morning as a unified group 
of separate organizations fully agreed upon a specific proposal. 

Previous witnesses have presented our joint proposal to you: they have 
explained its provisions in detail. And their testimony has correctly and ac- 
curately, in my opinion, set forth both how the proposed program would work, 
and with what results, to wheat producers’ income, to Federal Government 
costs, and with respect to implications to producers of other farm commodities. 
I wish to associate myself fully with the statements that have been presented 
and to recommend them to your committee for careful consideration. 

(Parenthetically, may I say Mr. Chairman, I hope that this joint appearance 
before your committee this morning is only one of many other similar joint 
appearances when representatives of the different organizations of farm pro- 
ducers can come to your committee room with our differences reconciled before 
we come here and jointly present to you a unified statement on which we all 
agree. We are increasingly aware of the need for all farmers to speak 
with a united and unified voice on Capitol Hill). 

Now with specific reference to the new wheat program we recommend to you, 
I wish to state that representatives of the three groups that are together this 
morning have met long hours together in a sincere effort to arrive at a common 
understanding and to agree upon a specific proposal which may not in every 
little particular be exactly what any one of us would have developed in splendid 
isolation. But in the circumstances that face us, wheat farmers as a whole 
might persist in splendid isolation if their representatives do not make joint 
cause and proceed in harmony, sincerity and a spirit of give and take; of such 
stuff are the finer phases of the democratc process composed. 

All of us appreciate the courtesy and cooperation shown us by your com- 
mittee. We hope that the time it has taken us in concert to bring a specific 
agreed-upon proposal before you has not unduly delayed your deliberations. 
We hope that you feel that the proposal we have developed will warrant the 
effort we have given to its development and your time in hearing it. 

We believe that the national interest would be benefited from action by Con- 
gress that would enable wheat farmers to increase their incomes. In addition, 
the program for wheat must be changed to reduce the cost to the Federal Treas- 
ury. We are convinced that both ends can be attained by adoption and opera- 
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tion of a properly designed market supply control and export subsidy program. 

In our view this means taking appropriate action to raise the market price 
received by farmers to the parity level while restricting the volume of wheat 
placed on the market to the quantity that will bring approximately the parity 
price. By reducing the quantity of farmers’ marketings to less than this figure 
for a few years, any needed adjustments in Government-held inventory may 
be made as a profitable, rather than a losing, operation for the Federal Gov- 
ernment, and at the same time improve, rather than injure, wheat farmers’ 
economic status. 

We respectfully urge your favorable consideration of the proposal presented 
and supported here today by representatives of the National Grange and the 
National Association of Wheat Growers, in addition to Farmers Union. 

In addition to the representatives of commodity producer groups mentioned 
by an earlier witness, Mr. Robert Casper of the National Farmers Organiza- 
tion has asked me to add the voice of his organization in support of the agreed 
upon proposal. I am, additionally, authorized by Mr. L. C. Carpenter, legis- 
lative representative of the Missouri Farmers Association, to give to the com- 
mittee the generally favorable attitude of that fine organization toward the 
wheat proposal as a separate title of the Family Farm Income Act of 1960 
and the general enabling act type of approach provided in the proposed Family 
Farm Income Act of 1960 and the bill introduced by Senator Symington. All 
of our groups are agreed not only on this wheat program but we, also, would 
like to see enacted a general comprehensive enabling act along the lines of the 
Family Farm Income Act of 1960, which would authorize the development and 
operation of this same sort of price and supply management program for all farm 
commodities. 

It is indeed gratifying and encouraging to us in Farmers Union that such 
a broad area of agreement and unified approach has been developed concerning 
a proposal to improve the wheat program and with respect to general farm 
income legislation. 

We commend the new wheat proposal to your committee for careful study and 
such further refinements and adjustments that you might find to be needed. 
We think after you study the proposal you will approve it. 

Because we think we have developed a workable wheat program in the 
national interest, superior in many respects to any prior suggestions, we hope 
you will favor it, as we do, in preference to other pending proposals. Because 
these other pending proposals would bring about greater or lesser reductions 
in wheat growers’ net cash income, we have no other course open to us than to 
register with you our opposition to them. 

I wish to be fully associated with the statements that have been or will be 
ably presented to your committee in this hearing by spokesmen of the National 
Grange and of the National Association of Wheat Growers. 

We appreciate your taking the time and interest to allow us.to present our 
point of view and to explain, for your favorable review, the proposal upon 
which we have attained such a wide area of agreement and unity among us. 
Your chairman on many past occasions has asked our groups to get together and 
come to your committee with something specific that we are agreed on. We 
have done so. 

I shall conclude my oral testimony at this point, Mr. Chairman, with the 
request that I may be granted the privilege of inserting the remainder of my 
prepared statement in the record at this point. 

In the following section of my statement, I shall analyze the agreed-upon 
proposal from the standpoint of the individual wheat farmer, and show how 
the proposal will reach its objectives for the individual farmer through the 
actual operation of the program that would be put into operation. 

The objective from the standpoint of the individual wheat producer is a 
simple and clean-cut one: 

To give him an opportunity to sell his share of the national market for 
wheat for food use and export at a price, on the average, of approximately $2.35 
per bushel. 

Wheat produced and sold by the farmer in excess of his bushelage marketing 
quota would be considered secondary wheat and would be sold only for feed and 
industrial uses. It would be priced in relation to whatever program is in 
effect or Jater enacted for the various feed grains. 

The producer would be required to retire at least 10 percent of his wheat base 
acreage to a noncommercial conservation use without rental payments and 
if a soil-building base or conservation reserve program were in operation would 
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be required to so retire an additional 10 percent of his wheat base. On such 
additional retired acres the producer would receive such cost-sharing and 
rental payments as are provided in the conservation program then available 

to farmers generally under whatever program, if any, is then effective. 

So that the individual producer, rather than a speculator, can obtain full 
benefit of the parity price, as well as to safeguard orderly marketing, a loan is 
provided so that the producer can hold his wheat during and after harvest 
so that heavy marketings early in the season will not severely depress’ the 
market price below the parity resale price of Commodity Credit Corporation 
wheat. 

How will the proposal operate to provide these results for the individual 
producer? And what safeguards are required to be sure that such results do, 
in fact, accrue to the producer? 

It is the basic premise of the proposal that the general market value of quota 
(or certificated) wheat will be established at parity by the resale sale price 
of Commodity Credit Corporation. 

This is made effective by three other provisions : 

(1) The requirement that only quota wheat may be milled for food 
or exported ; 

(2) The setting of the national marketing quota at 150 million bushels 
less than the quantity that will be used for food and export at the parity- 
level Government resale price ; and 

(3) The Government commodity loan. 

These three provisions would effectively require that the millers and exporters 
go to Commodity Credit Corporation for 15 percent or more of the total needed 
annual supply. Such Government wheat could be obtained only at the parity 
resale price. No producer would need to sell his wheat at less than such 
resale price, and would be enabled to hold his wheat to get such price early 
in the season by his ability to obtain a Government loan on his wheat. \ 

Adequate provision is made to see to it that the initial estimate of food use 
and export requirements are actually realized in fact. These provisions are 
absolutely essential to the success of the program. If actual food use and 
exports do not equal or exceed the estimate, the market price for wheat. 
will sink to the loan level, rather than rise to the CCC resale price. 

Allow me to illustrate this point with the following diagram: 
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The line AB indicates the approximate free-market price for wheat indicated 
by the analysis published in Senate Document 77. With no program at all, 
farmers would receive approximately 90 cents per bushel for wheat. 

38, line CD is the 100 percent of parity proposed CCC resale price for wheat, 
me A, 

The line EF is the current support price for wheat at 75 percent of parity, 
approximately $1.77 per bushel. 

The proposal requires the Secretary to estimate the quantity of wheat that 
would be used domestically for food at the 100 percent of parity price, say 500: ( 
million bushels. This is shown by line GH. 

The proposal also requires the Secretary to state the quantity that he will see 
to it will be exported, say 500 million bushels. 
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Adding the domestic food estimate to the export estimate gives a national 
total requirement of 1 billion bushels, shown by the line IJ. 

Under the proposal we recommend, the national market quota would be 850 
million bushels (1 billion minus 150 million) shown as point K. 

The market (for export and milling into domestic food) would thus buy: 
850 million bushels of wheat from farmers and 150 million bushels from Com- 
modity Credit Corporation. Since the needed 150 niillion bushels could be ob- 
tained only by paying the $2.36 (100 percent of parity) resale price, any farmer 
could also sell his wheat for $2.36, if the projected or estimated yolume of 
exports were actually realized. 

To bring this about the Government would be required, through export sub- 
sidies and otherwise, to see to it that approximately the full total of estimated 
exports were in fact removed from the domestic market. To be sure that the 
proposal will work as intended, it contains a mandatory requirement that the 
Secretary shall take such actions as are required to see to it that the full volume 
of his estimated exports figure will in fact be equaled or exceeded or, alter- 
natively, that not less than the estimated exports minus 150 million bushels will 
be exported from privately owned stocks. 

Why is this necessary ? 

Going back to the diagram: The Secretary estimated 500 million bushels of 
exports in addition to 500 million bushels domestic. This made a total national 
requirement of 1 billion bushels. If realized, this would force the market price 
to the 100 percent of parity ($2.30) resale price. 

Suppose, however, that action was not taken to export the full estimate of 
500 million bushels (or that exports from CCC stock were 200 million bushels 
instead of 150 million). Let us assume that instead of the estimated 500 million 
bushels of exports, realized exports were, in fact, only 300 million bushels (or, 
alternatively, were 500 million bushels of which 200 million were from CCC 
stocks). 

In this case, 550 million, rather than 500 million bushels of farmers’ wheat 
would be left on the domestic food market. Neither millers or exporters would 
be required to buy CCC wheat to fill their needs. With the very high farm price 
inelasticity of wheat, the market price of wheat would plummet to the lower 
level established by whatever loan price is in effect, or by speculation concerning 
the supply situation in the next succeeding market year. 

I conclude from this analysis that the legislation to carry out its objectives 
for the individual producer must provide specifically the two mandatory re- 
quirements we have recommended with respect to wheat exports: 

1. The actual volume of exports during the marketing year shall be not appre- 
ciably less than the volume of the estimated exports used in determining the 
national marketing quota; and 

2. Export subsidies equal to the extent to which the realizable world price 
is less than the CCC resale price shall be made fully and actually available for 
a quantity of exports not less than the volume of exports estimated for purposes 
of establishing the national marketing quota. 

If either of these conditions are not met, the price received by farmers will 
be at the 75 percent of parity loan level rather than the 100 percent of parity 
CCC resale price. 

With these mandatory provisions respecting exports, the proposed legislation 
is a 100 percent of parity for controlled supply program; without them it is a 
75 percent of parity for reduced supply program. The former is better for 
farmers and less costly to the Government than the existing wheat program; the 
latter would reduce wheat farmers’ income and cause continued high costs 
to the Government. 

The proposal we have presented to you meets these requirements by providing 
that the Secretary shall ascertain, prior to estimating the exports for any mar- 
keting year, that the means are available to him to bring about the export of 
approximately the quantity of wheat he estimates will be exported and that no 
CCC stocks will be released for export at less than the established parity 
resale price. The proposal, also, provides that to the extent that actual exports 
fall short in any marketing year of the estimated quantity, he shall reduce 
the quantity of wheat made available for CCC stocks below the 150 million 
bushel figure. 

Under these circumstances a producer could sell all of his marketing quota 
wheat at the parity resale price sometime within the marketing year. 
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What about the provision that allows unlimited production of secondary 
wheat for sale as for feed and industrial uses? Would this injure established 
feed grain producers? No, the program will actually reduce the volume of feed 
grain marketed by wheat producers. 

Such secondary wheat as was produced and sold would become a part of 
national feed grain supply. We hope and urge that an improved feed grain 
program will be soon adopted. If it is, secondary wheat would have to be 
included therein. If such program is not adopted, secondary wheat would come 
under the general protection of the existing feed grain program which is one 
of no control on production with supports at the feed value equivalent to 65 
percent of parity for corn. Of course, secondary wheat as such would not be 
eligible for price support under existing law; but its market price would be 
established in relation to the support level for corn. 

Under either circumstance, the secondary wheat provision of the proposed 
legislation would not injure or threaten established corn, grain sorghum and 
other feed grain producers because the total market supply of feed grain would 
be reduced rather than increased by our proposal. 

In summary, the proposed program, the approval of which we strongly urge, 
provides: 

(a) Stabilization level: Parity price established by CCC resale price. 

(b) Method of stabilization: Effective combination of export payments and 
marketing quotas expressed in bushels. 

(c) Conditions of eligibility : Compliance with marketing quota and with con- 
servation requirement. 

(d) Volume of marketing quota: Total of domestic food use plus exports. 

(e) Actual quantity covered by the national marketing quota would vary 
with the volume of exports that the Secretary indicates he is willing to make 
payments on when he makes his estimate of requirements. 


Mr. Baxer. If it is permissible, I would like to make a brief oral 
statement at this point before going into the 15-acre prenenae 

I appreciate the opportunity to make just a brief oral statement 
prior to answering specific questions on the 15-acre proposition. 

We are appearing here as a group and I should like to present a 
short statement on behalf of my own organization. 

Mr. Bexicuer. The question that I had was with reference to the 
15-acre matter. The farmer who has raised 15 acres of wheat for the 
past 3 years, who has not had an allotment, is given a 15-acre base 
under this bill; is that correct? 

Mr. Bayne. That is right. 

Mr. Betcuer. In addition you are not eliminating the 15-acre farm- 
er—you are now giving him a base which he does not have under the 
present program. And in addition you are giving him 75 percent of 
penny which he does not have under the present program; is that cor- 
rect 

Mr. Bayne. He makes a reduction. 

Mr. Betcuer. Yes; 10 percent of 15 acres, but he can still raise 13.5 
acres under the support price of 75 percent, and have a base acreage 
of 15 acres in the determining of his 100 percent of parity certificate. 

The Cuarrman, Does not the little man get the same reduction as 
the big man? 

Mr. Bayne. That is correct. 

Mr. Bercuer. The little man still has the 15-acre base, does he not ? 

Mr. Baxer. No, sir; the purpose of the language—and it is on page 
6, paragraph 4, of the bill—is to place the farmer who has previously 


operated under the 15-acre exemption 
Mr. Bevcuer. What paragraph is that ? 
Mr. Baxer. It is paragraph 4 on page 6. 
The Cuarrman. That is of the bill submitted here. 
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Mr. Bayne. Before going into that, if you want to make a statement, 
and then come back to this, you may do so. 

Mr. Baxer. Thank you. 

For the record my name is John A. Baker, director of legislative 
services of the Nat ional Farmer’s Union. 

You have already granted me permission to put my prepared state- 
ment in the record. 

The recommendations of the several organizations that are being 
made to you have been rather fully explained in the statements of the 
previous witnesses. I will not take up your time to put repetitive 
testimony in the record orally. I wish to “be fully associated with the 
statements of these witnesses. 

I am personally convinced that the bill if enacted will operate suc- 
cessfully in the manner and with the results that those two witnesses 
have pointed out. 

In connection with the operation of this program, Mr. Chairman, 
I know that the members of the committee are very familiar with 
the way the sugar program operates with respect to where the Secre- 
tary ests ablishes the quota on the price of sugar. 

This proposed new primary wheat. use program operates within a 
similar manner. The Secretary controls the price of sugar, as you 
know, by varying the quota up and down to fit the demand conditions. 
That is the basis: upon which the control program of the primary use 
of wheat is set up on this bill and in the proposal we are making to you. 

We are real gratified as a farmer’s union organization, and encour- 
aged, that all of the groups have gotten together and have agreed 
upon a proposal that we can come before your committee with. 

In addition, Mr. L. C. Carpenter, legislative director of the Mis- 
souri Farmer’s Association asked me to indicate their full approval of 
this, with the provisio, I should point out to you, that this price for 
wheat is consistent with the approach that Mr. Poage has in his family 
farm income act, as applied to other commodities, both with respect 
to the package device proposed and with respect to the conservation 
requirements. That is, the 10 percent producer contribution, and the 
additional rental payment tax upon the contribution. 

We recommend this new wheat proposal to your committee for care- 
ful study. It is our considered opinion that when you have studied it 
that you will favor it for wheat. 

The chairman on many past occasions has asked the question as to 
whether we could not get together and reconcile our different points 
of view and terminology before we would come up here before your 
committee. This we agree with the chairman as a good thing to do. 
This we have tried to do. And in the case of this wheat proposal we 
have now done it and we are here today as a joint group of a demon- 
stration fulfilling your request, Mr. ¢ ‘ooley. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Baker, in this program that you are propos- 
ing, if you made it a payment in kind, for the second 10 percent redue- 
tion, would that not be better ? 

Mr. Baker. It would, I think, from the standpoint of the veneral 
public. And it would, probably, be more understandable from the 
standpoint of the Treasury relationship to the program. 

Payments in kind are uniformly popular with all farmers, but 
with proper safeguards, as I discussed with the committee a week ago, 
we would not object to payments in kind as a rental on diversive acres. 
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The CuarrmMan. You would not object ¢ 

Mr. Baxer. We would not. 

The Cuarrman. It might improve the bill to have it in there. 

Mr. Baxer. That is completely consistent with the proposal in this 
wheat program. 

The Cuarrman. Go ahead with your answer to Mr. Belcher. 

Mr. Baker. Now to the 15 acres, the 10th year was not to put in 
the grower’s wheat bill below or above the 15 acres. He would start 
out in the new program with the same relationship to his past legal 
acreage of planted wheat. 

Mr. Bevcurr. Then he would start with 15 acres? 

Mr. Baxer. That is correct. He gets the smaller of 15 acres, or 
what he has actually planted and the diverted acreage credit. 

Mr. Beicuer. I have a lot of respect for your ability to decifer a bill, 
but I am wondering if you read this closely enough to know that is 
exactly what it does. 

Mr. Baxer. That is exactly what it says. Let me read it: 

If a producer is dissatisfied with the basic acreage of his farm as determined 
under paragraph (2), he may, if the wheat base acreage of the farm is less than 
15 acres, apply to the secretary who shall establish an adjusted base acreage for 
the farm of not to exceed the smaller of 15 acres or the average acres reseeded 
to wheat for harvest as grain during the immediately preceding years not to ex- 
ceed 10, beginning with the 1958 crop of what wheat he grew times the ratio of 
the total base acreage of the county for 1960 to the total acreage allotments for 
such county for such year. 

Let me give an illustration now, Mr. Belcher, if I may. Here is a 
producer who has been planting legally 100 acres of wheat; in other 
words, he had an acreage allotment of 100 acres. He has a diverted 
acreage credit of about, say, 48 acres. A total base of 140 acres would 
be used for the purpose of distributing marketing certificates under 
this new proposal. 

The man who has been planting 10 acres, you give him what 
amounts to a simulated acreage allotment of the 10 acres that he has 
planted on the average over the past 3 years, by giving him a diversion 
acre credit of 4.88, or a base of 14.88, for distribution, for distribu- 
tion purposes. 

Each producer, in other words, has his past legal planting that he 
couldn’t make without paying a penalty of a base on which the mar- 
keting certificates are distributed. 

Mr. BeLcuer. Suppose that he has been planting 15 acres 4 

Mr. Baker. If he could plant up to 15 acres w ithout paying a pen- 
alty that would be legal. 

Mr. Beicuer. That is just what I got back toa minute ago. He had 
been planting 15 acres for the past 2 or 3 average years. 

Mr. Baxer. If he had not been planting 15 acres for the last 3 
years, he would not be eligible for parity under paragraph 4. 

Mr. Beicuer. He would have a 15-acre base / 

Mr. Baker. No, sir. His base, probably, would have been larger 
than 15 acres. Or if it was not he would be eligible—if he had a base 
smaller than 15, and he would be over planting the base 

Mr. Bencuer. He had been planting on the 15-acre exemption— 
he started in wheat 3 years ago, and has planted 15 acres for 3 years 
under the exemption—he never had a base, he never has had an allot- 
ment. 
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Mr. Baxer. That would be 45 divided by, approximately, 10, by 
4.5 acres that would be his wheat base under paragraph 2. This is a 
very approximate figure. 

Mr. Jennines. Would you yield? 

Mr. Bevcuer. Yes. 

Mr. Jexnnrnes. Would he not in the first fact go to feed grain, what 
has the wheatgrower been doing on these other 48 acres, has he not 
gone to feed grain¢ In other words, you would have 100 acres of 
wheat, but your base was 148 acres, so you have been raising 48 acres 
of feed grain in competition with the feed grain people, so that this 
man who has 15 acres of wheat is in competition with your wheat, but 
you have been raising 48 acres of feed grain in competition with the 
feed grain people. 

Mr. Bretcurr. The only answer to that is that in our area we do 
not raise anything but wheat. The 48 acres are such that we get 
very little income off of them. 

Mr. JenniNGs. Someone has been raising feed, because the total 
feed grain picture has been going up almost directly in proportion 
to the number of acres that the wheat people have been taking out. 
So someone has been raising it. 

The Cuamnan. If I understand you gentlemen, you believe that 
under your proposal less feed grain will be grown on the wheatland 
than is now being grown under the old program ? 

Mr. Bayne. That is right. 

The CHarkmMan. What makes you believe that ? 

Mr. Baker. Let us take Mr. Jennings’ example. He was a wheat 
yroducer that had 148 acres base. He has been producing 48 acres of 
feed grains, or, a very large share of them have been producing 48 
acres of feed grains, 

The proposal that we make takes the 30 acres of that feed grain 
acreage, of former wheatland, out of the feed grain production. 

The CuarrMan. How do you do that ? 

Mr. Baxer. You have to take 20 percent of 148 acres out and put 
it in a land retirement program—one-half of it voluntarily and one- 
half of it for payment in kind. 

The CuatrMan. That is a reduction ? 

Mr. Baxer. In the total wheat base feed. 

The Cuamman. In the total base ? 

Mr. Baker. The 148 acres times 20 tons to just about 30 acres. 

The Cruatrman. How are you going to decrease the overall pro- 
duction ? 

Mr. Baxer. This is 48 acres of land. It has been used for feed 
grain production, 30 acres of which, if this were in operation, would 
not be used for feed grain production. 

Mr. Bevcuer. Mr. Baker, taking your illustration of 100-acre allot- 
ment, with the 148-acre base, at the present time under your program 
100 acres will be reduced by about 30 percent and he can only plant 
under the certificate basis of about 70 acres instead of 100 acres. 

The additional acres he will plant in something, plus the 10 percent 
that he takes out, and if you take 10 percent of 140, then you turn 
to these 30 acres of the present 100 acres to offset that 10 percent of 
the 148, do you not ? 
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Mr. Baxer. Mr. Bayne has the exact figures which were calecu- 
lated, which he made. They are on his sheet. That is exactly the 
calculation we went into, and the end result is that it reduces the total 
amount of feed grain placed on the market by the wheat producers. 

Mr. Bayne. If you will look at page 4 again you will see 

The CuatrMan. Page 4 of what! 

Mr. Bayne. Of this analysis, the marketing program for wheat, 
Let us go down it step by step. 

Number one is the historical wheat base acreage which is, approxi- 
mately, 82 million acres, under the present program, under item 
2, approximately 2.5 million acres in land retirement. 

Under our program we figure that will be approximately 15.6. We 
did not go to the full 16.4, because there will be some who will not 
comply. 

This leaves wheat base available for the production of crops, both 
feed and wheat in the present program of 79.7, 

Mr. Betcuer. What part are you reading from 4 

Mr. Bayne. Page 4 of the analysis. Under item 3, the wheat base 
available for the production of crops—this would be both wheat 
and feed—79 million, 700,000 acres under the present program, and 
the 66,400,000 under our program. 

The wheat base acreage abandoned yearly—this is historical—d 
million acres under our present program. That might be up a little 
bit, it could be the same. 

Wheat acres harvested for feed, 2.9 under the present program. If 
we plant a little more wheat it might go as high as 3. 

Wheat base acreage harvested for the market under the present 
program is 47.1 million acres. Under our program we estimate that 
39 million acres would reduce the farmers share of this market. 

Mr. Betcuer. What will happen to those acres between the figures 
of 39 and 47? 

Mr. Bayne. Let us go right on down the line which will answer 
that. 

The total wheat base acreage used for this under the present pro- 
gram is 24.7. That is the difference between the acres harvested for 
wheat and feed and abandoned and the total productive acres. 24.7 
million acres are now producing feed. 

Under our present program there would only be 18.9 million pro- 
ducing feed—less wheat acres producing feed than under the present 
program. 

Mr. Bevcner. I think that Mr. Albert put his finger on the 
proposition a minute ago. As I understand it, under the present pro- 
gram, we have a 55 million minimum base allotment, that we cannot 
go below. 

Under your program they could go down to 39 million, 16 million 
bushels less or approximately 30 percent, so that the 100-acre farm 
will be raising 70 acres of wheat, that is, of certificated wheat. If 
he continues to plant the same allotment that he does now, he will 
have 30 acres of wheat that is not certificated. The only thing that 
he can do with that is to sell it in competition, with feed grain. So 
even though you reduce the feed grains you produce more wheat than 
vou do feed grains. 
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In my district you will produce more feed than wheat—I mean 
more wheat than feed, and that excess wheat goes into competition 
with the feed grains, just the same as the feed grains produced on the 
same acreage, would it not ? 

Mr. Bayne. This is not true across the Nation, I do not believe. 1 
think that in many areas the excess acres will actually go into feed 
production, because they can produce more tons of that than they 
can of wheat. However, if you take the total overall picture, we 
are confident in our own minds that we will reduce the feed grain 
picture under this progrum as compared to the present program in 
excess of 4.5 million tons of feed grains. 

Mr. Horven. You mean an overall feed grain reduction ? 

Mr. Bayne. Yes, on the wheat base acres. 

Mr. Horven. What will you do with the cheap wheat to be dumped 
into the Corn Belt in competition with corn and other feed grains? 

Suppose we started feeding cheap wheat and continue to grow 
corn as we have in the past. Do you think that would result in any 
reduction in the overall CCC storage costs ? 

Mr. Bayne. I think there will be a net reduction, because you are 
reducing the total supply. Right now there is an excess of feed 
grains being produced, and they are going into Commodity Credit 
Corporations stocks. These surpluses in feed grains are building up 
terrifically. 

Mr. Horven. You do not think that anybody is going to be raising 
wheat in the Corn Belt, do you ? 

Mr. Bayne. No. 

Mr. Horven. Do you not think that our corn farmers will continue 
growing corn the way they have in spite of your program ? 

Mr. Bayne. We do not know what the feed grain people are going 
todo. We would like to suggest that the feed grain people follow our 
lead and reduce their acreage, also, in order to offset this 10-percent 
overproduction that they have. 

Mr. Horven. The dumping of this cheap wheat in the Corn Belt 
will not have any effect in reducing storage costs. The eorn farmer 
will continue to grow corn and other commodities much of which will 
go into Commodity Credit Corporation bins. 

Mr. Jenntnes. Then will we have two dumpings instead of one? 

Mr. Bayne. That wheat will be replacing wheat acres that are now 
producing feed that are in competition with corn. We do not know 
how many acres it will be. 

Mr. Poacr. I think you stated it, but I think you should make it 
plain that probably there is only one small area in the United States 
where you can grow more units of feed on a given unit of land by 
growing wheat than by growing some of the other feed grains. 

And consequently, if you do grow wheat where you are now pres- 
ently growing barley, oats and grain sorghums, that there will be less 
units of feed going on the market than right now; is that not right? 

Mr. Bayne. That is correct. 

_Mr. Jonrs. I wonder if any thought has been given in your con- 
siderations in trying to set up different programs that would affect 
the varieties of wheat that have caused the trouble. 

_ For instance, we do not have any surplus of this soft wheat which 
is milled into flour, at least down our way. I have some letters from 
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one operator down there who tells me that two of his mills will have 
to shut down around May 1 because of a shortage of that type of 
wheat. 

Why can we not get an approach to that, to try to cut out the over- 
production where a surplus is being created without trying to cut 
down the production of the other ? 

Have you given any thought to that ? 

Mr. Bayne. That is one of the nice things about this program, that 
it makes it possible for the farmer to produce for the market. If the 
market demands Soft Red Winter wheat, then the farmers can pro- 
duce Soft Red Winter wheat under this program. 

Mr. Jones. In other words, a person out in some area where it is 
in excess can cut down his acreage, he can make his contribution ? 

Mr. Bayne. If there is sufficient demand in the marketplace for 
such with a premium on this type of wheat, then he will produce his 
total quantity of the desirable variety. Then the merchandiser can 
substitute feed wheat varieties for this desirable variety, and place 
on the market the variety that is in demand. 

Mr. Jones. In the past we have had special legislation for the 
macaroni type of wheat. How would they be affected under this 
legislation ¢ 

Mr. Bayne. I believe that if the market demand was there, that 
sufficient of the macaroni type of wheat would be grown and could be 
merchandised under this program. 

Mr. Jones. On so many of these things we go at it with the old 
approach, we bring everything together, regardless of the type of 
product that it is—we throw it all together. In wheat there are 
many different types that do not serve the same purpose at all. It 
seems that we could better attack the matter on the basis of what 
causes the trouble and correct that, and we would be much better off. 

Mr. Bayne. It is subject to market control, instead of production 
control. These inequities that you speak of under that would adjust 
themselves. 

Mr. Jones. In these areas where some of the gentlemen complain 
about the 15-acre farmer, he does not actually contribute to this sur- 
plus, does he? 

Mr. Baker. In these specialized varieties? 

Mr. Jones. In growing the specialized wheat which has been in 
demand. He has not been contributing to the surplus, has he? 

Mr. Baxer. Not to my knowledge. There may be some small 
growers in those areas, I do not know. 

Mr. Poace. You are speaking of Durum wheat, are you not ? 

Mr. Jones. The Soft Red Winter wheat. There is no surplus of 
that. This man says he cannot buy it and he has to shut down his 
mills. Of course, Durum is something else. That is macaroni wheat. 
I am familiar with that. 

Mr. Poace. Well, there is no real surplus in Hard Red Winter wheat, 
either. If you did not have any White wheat, you could say that you 
could sell all the rest of the wheat in the United States; is that not 
correct? Iask you gentlemen if that is not correct. 

Mr. Bruns. If you did not have any White wheat? 

Mr. Poace. If we had no Pacific Northwest wheat, you could sell 
the rest of the wheat. could you not ? 
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Mr. Bruns. I have got to get along with my colleague here. 
{ Laughter. } 

Mr. Poace. I am not advocating any such thing. 

Mr. Bruns. I see what you mean. 

Mr. Poace. I think every type of wheat should have a chance to 
compete for the market, but I cannot accept this idea of telling us 
that there is some kind of wheat here that is not contributing to the 
surplus. You have to ask, “What kind of wheat is not selling?” 
which takes us back to the fact that the cheapest kind of wheat in 
the United States is the white wheat, is it not? 

Mr. Apert. We have testimony in the record—last year, I think— 
which showed that we shipped. off 90 million bushels of that. 

Mr. Bevcnuer. We are shipping it out under Public Law 480, soft 
winter wheat. 

When you say that there is no surplus, there would be if we were 
not giving it away overseas somewhere. 

Mr. Poace. We are shipping all kinds of wheat. I think every 
kind of wheat ought to have a chance to compete in the market. I 
think it is silly to tell us that some particular kind of wheat is not 
contributing to the surplus. 

I live in an area where every bit of wheat we produce will bring a 
premium because it is in greater demand than certain other types of 
wheat, but I am not advoe ating eliminating the allotment on it. 

I think, obviously, we should share in m: tking our contribution to 
meeting the supply and demand, because I think it ali goes to make 
up the supply, every bit of it. 

Mr. Baker. I think I can answer Mr. Jones’ question to his satis- 
faction and explain a part of the working of this proposed program 
that has not yet been touched upon. 

I think, Mr. Jones, the specific answer to your question as you 
asked it with respect to soft red winter wheat and the miller who is 
having to shut his mills down before the end of the year is that under 
this proposed program he could run his mills all year around. And 
the reason that he can, in order to supply his requirement for the kind 
of wheat that he is accustomed to milling, all he has to do is to have 
a primary-use certificate. He can buy the kind of wheat he wants. 
He can buy some other wheat for the certific ate, sell the wheat. that 
he does not want for feed, take his certificate to buy the wheat that 
he wants to mill. That is all he has to do to qualify for the program. 

Mr. Bercuer. Mr. Jones and I are on the opposite side of the fence. 
He was not for some of my suggestions. As a matter of fact, I do 
not want him to be misled. Under this program, this 15-acre farmer 
will not raise as much wheat as he does under the present program, 
will he? 

Mr. Jones. I will say, if you will vield, did I not go along with 
you last year and vote for the legislation that would cut that off? 

Mr. Betcuer. You did not go all the way to cut them all off as it 
was under my bill. You just gave them a little whack and I wanted 
to eliminate them. 

Mr. Jones. I think I have been good to the gentleman from Okla- 
homa on the overall programs. 

Mr. Bevcuer. I think so. Under this program you are going to be 
able to raise less wheat in your area than you are at the present time. 
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Mr. Jones. I will go along with that. I want to get a farm pro- 

gram. Iam willing for my section to make its contr ibution. I think 
my farmers will make their contribution. 

} olitically they do as so many people do; they say that you ought 
to fight these 15-acre fellows. I have not been ‘doing that because I 
realize that you have a big problem there. 

I want to go along w ith a program that will get it all solved. 

We see this morning for the first time in a very long time, two out 
of three of the largest farm organizations getting together. That 
is encouraging. If the rest of them would come in like these have, 
we could get it settled. You will have to make some concessions, if 
you are to get a farm bill. We cannot fight it on the local level, 
because then we will not get a farm bill. 

Mr. Auperr. There is one point that I should like to mention. 1 
do not know whether it has been raised here. I do not think it will 
be raised in this committee, because I think this committee is made 
up of people who are in favor of high farm income. 

I handled part of the 90-percent bill last year, and it was a terrific 
job to sell that to the city Congressmen who outnumber us. 

Have you thought of any approach that might help to sell a bill 
that would bring the price up to 100 percent of parity 

It is a better program for the taxpayer; is it a better program for 
the consumer ¢ 

Mr. Bruns. It is, because the consumers are all taxpayers. 

Mr. Augerr. That is true. 

Mr. Bruns. I think what you are driving at is whether there will 
be an increase in the cost spread. 

Mr. Apert. Yes. 

Mr. Bruns. We assume that this wheat in the primary use market 
will be selling at a higher price, that the processors will not assimilate 
this cost. but pass it on, and they will pass it on to the consumer. We 
are guessing that there will be four -tenths of a cent more v: alue in the 
wheat in the loaf of bread if this is passed than presently there is. 
We have analyzed this additional cost, and on the basis of the aver- 
age family in ‘the United States, it would cost just about $5 increase. 

Mr. Axperr. You have to sell it to the metropolitan newspapers. 
I know what somebody from a Jabor district or an industrial district 
will do. They will come in with a newspaper article and say, “I 
would like to vote with you, but I cannot because of this.” 

Mr. Poacr. Will you yield? 

Mr. Avpert. Yes. 

Mr. Poacer. I recognize the difficulty of getting the answer, but is 
not the answer that if you add $5, it does not necessarily add 1 penny 
to the cost of the bread ? 

For a good many years the cost of bread has been going up, while 
the cost of wheat has been going down. If you follow the historic 
pattern, this bill would lower the cost of bread. 

When we were getting $2.81 a bushel, bread was selling for less 
than 14 cents a pound in this country. And when wheat has gone 
down to $1.80, it is selling for better than 20 cents. There is no 
escaping that. 

Mr. Axperr. I cannot understand how that is. We want to get 
the highest price possible for farmers, but I am tired of going out on 
the floor with bills that make everybody mad. 
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The Cuamrman. According to the statement, it will amount to $16 
yer family under the bill. 

Mr. Baxer. Right. 

The CnatrMan. That is enough to offset the $5. 

Mr. Baker. That is correct. 

Mr. Horven. We ran into that situation before. It is bound to 
affect the cost of a loaf of bread. 

Your proposal is that no person shall be allowed to process for food 
or to export any wheat now covered by the marketing certificates. 

Mr. Bayne. That is the foundation of the operation of the program, 
Mr. Hoeven. 

Mr. Horven. In other words, he cannot process any of this certifi- 

sate wheat we food ? 

Mr. Bayne. No. You have to have a certificate before you can 
process it. In other words, every bushel of processed wheat has to be 
covered by a marketing certificate. 

It ismerely mechanization of the program. 

Mr. Horven. What would be wrong with bringing some of this non- 
certificated wheat into it? 

Mr. Bayne. Then you destroy the program immediately. 

Mr. Quir. I just want to get some information on some figures that 
you have brought forth here. 

What do you estimate would be the annual yield per acre as you 
analyzed it on these certificates which will be given? 

Mr. Bayne. Twenty-two bushels on wheat 

Mr. Quiz. Does that work out to 0.8 of a ton as on page 4? 

Mr. Bayne. That 0.8 of a ton is a figure that we got from the 
Department as an estimate. 

It was an estimate of the feed grain production on the diverted 
acres. The present diverted acres. 

Mr. Qute. What do you estimate the domestic consumption price at ? 

Mr. Bayne. $2.38. 

Mr. Quire. And the exports / 

Mr. Bayne. About $4.50. 

Mr. Quiz. Why do you not want the payment in kind for export 
as is presently the case ? 

Mr. Bayne. We have worked out a limited payment in kind in the 
bill itself. The payment in kind is dangerous because you could ruin 
your squeeze if more than 150 million bushels moved into the market- 
place. You would destroy your squeeze, which would destroy your 
program. 

Mr. Quire. Of course, any increase in production per acre above 
the estimate that the Department oe ‘ata also destroy it. 

Mr. Bayne. No, because there is no acrage control whatever. This 
is a bushel ¢ 7. rol. 

Mr. Quire. I see. 

Pastas would be in bushels ? 

Mr. Bayne. That is right. 

Mr. Qui. And if for some reason there was not a greater demand 
and the Gov ernment had to take over some of the grain, they would 
take over at 75 percent of parity ? 

Mr. Bayne. Yes. 

Mr. Quiz. Thank you. 
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Mr. Baynz. However, we have pretty well forestalled that, we be- 
lieve, in the clause in the bill which says that in case the estimate drops 
below, that is, the market actually drops below what the Secretary has 
estimated, then he shall purchase in the marketplace at parity to re- 
place that which was missed in his estimate. 

Mr. Quiz. Then if you got a loan at 75 percent of parity, and if 
the Secretary took it over, he would have to pay the difference be- 
tween 75 and 100 percent of parity ? 

Mr. Bayne. I do not think that it would work quite that way. I 
do not believe that there will be any takeover under the loan itself, 
That is the reason that the question was raised about the recourse and 
nonrecourse loans. 

Actually what would happen is that the Commodity Credit Corpo- 

ration would purchase in the marketplace sufficient wheat to main- 
tain the squeeze so that the market would remain up sufficiently high 
so that a grower would not allow his loans to mature. 

Mr. Baker. The only purpose that the loan provides is to see to it 
that at harvest time, the seasonal price does not drop. That is just 
to enable the farmer to hold the wheat until the gears start catching, 
and to move the program during the rest of the year. 

Mr. Quiz. Would there be any danger of a miller going out and 
buying as much wheat, just before the program went into “effect the 
first year, to offset the increased price / 

Mr. Bruns. I think Mr. Baker can answer that. 

Mr. Baker. We have closed that loophole in two places, at least we 
have tried to. That is a real good question. 

The first place is that the marketing quota wheat already in the 
channels of trade at the date that the act is passed is, by defintion, 
primary use wheat. So we first say as to what we have got on hand. 

Then if at any time during the marketing year, the first year of the 
program’s operation, it depresses the market below 90 percent of par- 
ity, the Secretary is authorized to buy up to that amount, so that it 
will not disrupt the program the first year of it. 

Mr. Qure. It would not disrupt it, but it could make it pretty ex- 
pensive if there was quite extensive buying. 

Mr. Baxer. What was the average? It is only about 69 million 
bushels, I think, that is involved here. 

Mr. Bruns. You are talking about the pipeline? 

Mr. Baxer. Yes. 

Mr. Bruns. I think that Mr. Bayne can answer that. 

Mr. Qute. Many of the millers now provide huge storage capacity 
beside their mills. 

Mr. Baker. They must have owned it on the date of the enactment 
of the act. That is the second place where we close it. We have tried 
to prevent windfalls, in other words. 

Mr. Quire. If the bill passed and it went down to the President for 
signature, and the President signed the bill, there would not be any- 
thing to prevent them from taking possession of all of that grain in 
storage, would there ¢ 

Mr. Baker. Let me check this. 

Mr. Bayne. If the market reacts specifically, I do not think that 
they could buy much of that cheap wheat, because the natural reaction 
of the market would be very quick. 
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Mr. Quire. They could buy it at the current support levels. 

Mr. Bayne. We have stopped that. 

Mr. Baxer. Such wheat that is in channels of trade on the effective 
date of this act. That would be the date that the President signed it. 

“ou are right about that. 
7 The aan provision is that the Commodity Credit Corporation shall] 
purchase an amount not to exceed the amount of primary use wheat 
specified in paragraph 4, if at any time during the marketing year 
prices received by farmers for primary use wheat drops below 90 per- 
cent of parity in the market where such purchases are made. 

Mr. arm. Do you not agree that if great volumes of CCC wheat 
are purchased, that means that the Government has to buy up that 
same nmount of wheat? 

Mr. Baxer. I am sure that the sponsors of this would very much 
appreciate from noncongressional sponsors of this bill and others, 
language that will further close this gap ee unnecessary wind- 
falls. We have no case to make in favor of windfalls. 

Mr. Bayne. We recognize this problem. 

Mr. Quire. One further question: Is there any provision for a 
referendum ¢ 

Mr. Bayne. Not at present. 

Mr. Quire. There is no referendum on this bill ? 

Mr. Bayne. No. 

Mr. Quiz. We do not have to worry whether the 15-acre farmer is 
voted out ? 

Mr. Baynr. No. 

Mr. McGovern. I would like to ask a question of Mr. Baker. 

In your statement, Mr. Baker, you made reference to your feeling 
that this proposal that is before us this morning would not be in- 
consistnt with the guidelines laid down in Mr. Poage’s comprehensive 
legislation. 

That being the case, would you see anything wrong with offering this 
wheat proposal as an amendment to Mr. Poage’s legislation and 
exempting it, as we have tobacco and wool and sugar, from the other 
limitations ? 

Mr. Baxer. It could be handled that way and we would be very 
much in favor of handling it that way, Mr. McGovern. It could also 
be handled simultaneously so that it would move through the legisla- 
tive process in a parallel fashion. 

It would seem to us from the standpoint of some of these discus- 
sions that have taken place earlier in the year and the comments that 
Mr. Albert made earlier in our discussion this morning that it might 
be better, whatever we are going to do with respect to farm income and 
price stabilization legislation this year, that it all be in the same 
package. 

There is no objection, however, if we cannot go forward with a 
genuine or general enabling act type bill, that we are in favor of 
getting a wheat bill, if we cannot get anything else. 

Mr. McGovern. You would not see anything inconsistent about 
a Member of Congress sponsoring both pieces of legislation—both 
the bill by Mr. Poage and this proposal proffered by you folks this 
morning ? 

Mr. Baxer. Just the contrary. These are based on exactly the 
same principles with respect to this conservation requirement. They 
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have almost the same wording for the same administrative device, 
10 percent contribution, and so forth. 

Mr. Poacr. Would you yield ? 

Mr. McGovern. Yes. 

Mr. Poser. If we could put this in a general package, I think 
that there is much merit in that. 

Might it not be well to do two things! One to provide specifically 
that this section would remain in force only so long as the farmers 
did not exercise the authority given them under the general bill to 
established another program?’ Probably, they would not do that. 
They would leave it in force. It would be well to give them the 
authority to make sure that they have the authority under the general 
bill to provide a program of their own to take the place of this, if 
the farmers wanted to do that. And then make the fur ther provisions 
to eliminate, if you put it in the general bill, the acreage retirement 
that is in this bill and make it subject to the gener: a acreage retire- 
ment provisions of title III of the general bill. 

Mr. Bruns. But would be applic able to all crops. 

Mr. Baker. This latter point is what we first started with in our 
discussions on the wheat bill. That is what we want as wheat growers 
in the Farmers Union and the National Association and in the 
National Grange, because we know that it would not be fair to the 
farmers in areas that do not raise wheat, but are trying to raise feed 
grains for a living, if you used a lot of diverted wheat acres for grow- 
ing feed grains; “that we did not know what kind of soil bank or 
agricultural conservation program or soil building base or what other 
kind of program of that type might be in effect in the different years, 
when this wheat program would be operated. 

[ want Mr. Bruns to correct me, if I am interpreting this wrong, 
but our major purpose is to say that wheat growers on wheat acres 
are willing to make whatever contribution it takes along with all 
other farmers under soil building or soil bank proposals to reduce 
the total size of the agricultural plant in the United States in an 
amount to balance supply with demand. 

Mr. Poager. If this bill is to be passed a iS a Separate bill, but if it is 
to be passed as one section of the general bill, then there will be no 
need of putting in that section as to retirement. The general provi- 
sions in the general bill would be applicable to wheat as well as any 
other commodity. It would be substantially the same thing which we 
have in here, but it will be a uniform program. 

Mr. Baxer. That is true. In any event, if you should happen to 
put it together, even if they go through as separate bills, we would 
not want this 10 percent of ‘the wheat acres to be an additional set of 
acres to be retired in addition to some that would be retired in the 
other bill. The same acre ought to count for both of them if we do 
have both of them. 

Mr. Larra. I want to commend these gentlemen for all the effort 
thev have put into this bill and in presenting it here. 

Keeping that in mind, I wonder if your bill would not have a 
better chance as a part of a comprehensive bill. 

Mr. Bruns. You are asking a question which is about legislation. 
Representing the National Association of Wheat Growers, ined work- 
ing with these other organizations, we made no attempt to suggest to 
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you how this thing should be operated. We have only been interested 
ina program for wheat as itis presented here today. 

Mr. Larra. Let me ask Mr. Baker that question. 

Mr. Baker. I would say, Mr. Latta, that your judgment ought to 
be better than mine, because you associate with these people every 
day. 

Let me also say that——— 

Mr. Larra. I would be for the comprehensive bill, and I would be 
for the wheat bill. 

Mr. Baker. That would be one vote that we could have for the 
wheat bill. : 

There might be others who would support a comprehensive bill, 
but would not support a wheat bill. All of you people know more 
about this than I do. We have just tried to add them up to get the 
original answer to your question, I am not in a position to know 
how to add it up. You would be in a much better position than I to 
answer that. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Short. 

Mr. Suorr. [ yield to Mrs, May. 

Mrs. May. I just. want to say that I am very proud to have the com- 
mittee meet Mr. Bayne, a member of my congressional district. I have 
known Mr. Bayne and of his active leadership for the wheat farmers 
in our community for some time. He is president of the Washington 
Wheat Association, and an officer of the National Wheat Association. 

I would like to say that I am sorry that Mr, Albert left. I know 
the troubles he has had with finding an approach on different wheat 
programs in the years past, but I believe that the atmosphere has 
changed—-I think that the members of the committee recognize that 
this is legislation that has come about as the result of many years’ 
work on the part of men who really know this problem. And for 
the first time we have an outstanding and well worked out, posi- 
tive program where the farmers are willing to share the respon- 
sibility of shifting the financial burden from the taxpayer and put- 
ting in their share of effort to try to straighten out this program. 

I think if this committee will do their homework and present the 
merits of this legislation to Congress as well as these gentlemen have 
today, that we can get it through. I think that we can present a good 
sales story. 

I also think that we should approach this as an entirely new type of 
legislation. It is a new approach and it is a new year and, un- 
doubtedly, so far as the farm situation is concerned, it is a solution. 

I commend all of you and I am very proud to have you here, Mr. 
Bayne, and so glad to have you representing our State and our 
wheatgrowers. 

That is all. 

Mr. Suorr. I just want to ask two or three questions. However, 
before I ask them, I, too, want to commend these gentlemen for the 
work they have done on this bill. I know that they have put forth 
a tremendous amount of effort to produce it. 

To me there is much merit in this two-price approach in our wheat 
problem. 

_ There are two questions, however, that come to my mind. I would 
like to have them clarified in order that we would be better able to 
defend this bill on the floor. 








104 WHEAT 

No. 1, is yow’ assumption completely true that this increase in 
price for primary use wheat would not affect the consumption? 
If I understood you rightly, you are assuming that this 500 million 
domestic use wil] remain static, even though you are also increas- 
ing the price from its present level of 75 percent of parity toward 100 
percent of parity. 

Mr. Bruns. I think our assumption is that it will remain static. 

Mr. Suortr. You think that there is enough merit in the argu- 
ment that Mr. Poage made, which I subscribe to, that the additional 
cost of the wheat is such a minor item that there will be no adverse 
reaction on the part of the consumer. 

What I am thinking about is the reaction of the miller when he 
buys wheat in large quantities, that the difference in the price magni- 
fies considerably compared to the price to the farmer or to the con- 
sumer who buys that loaf of bread. 

Could you just comment on that, Mr. Baker / 

Mr. Baxer. I cannot add anything to Mr. Bruns’ answer, except 
to put it in the petliiiic al terminology of the economists all over the 
world. This happens to be a demand factor that economists are more 
nearly agreed on than with respect to almost any other commodity, 
And if I remember cor rectly, the so-called farm price of wheat is 
0,0001, which means that it h: as practically no relationship whatever 
to the supply of wheat for bread or other food use and its price. 

Mr. Suort. That goes a long way toward answering that question. 

One other question: Are you presenting this in its complete cost 
relationship? You assume increased exports. I believe that some- 
thing less than one-half of our exports presently are exported for 
dollars. And I assume that Public Law 480 will still be in operation. 
Will there not be an additional cost over and above the present cost 
of the export program ¢ 

Mr. Baxer. The cost of the export program will be larger than the 
total at present, the total of the export subsidies, which we now export, 
having subsidies of one kind or another on practically all wheat, im- 
cluding that which is exported for dollars. 

There is an offset, the savings that Mr. Bayne went into on his 
sheets. There is a huge savings compared to the existing program 
on the cost of storage and handling and the carrying of “the wheat 
under the existing program. And the savings that we will make on 
the storage and handling and so forth of feed grains. 

We are reducing year by year the full amount of wheat that the 
Commodity Credit ‘Corpor ation has. And if this proposal works 
with the conservation requirement in it, it also reduces the amount of 
intake by the Commodity Credit Corporation of feed grains. 

Mr. Snort. As a result of this increased domestic price, are we 
going to have to provide any further safeguards as against additional 
imports into this country ? 

Mr. Baxer. Not any requirement in time if the ones we have con- 
tinue to work. They are working now. 

Mr. Suorr. In other words, there will not be any more? 

Mr. Baker. That is correct. 

Mr. Bayne. In this way, a miller, before he can process and sell 
any wheat, will have to havea primary use certificate. 

Mr. Suort. I guess that answers that question. 
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Just this one more question, Mr. Baker: I think that we have 
arrived at the time for adjournment. 

I think one of the first questions that the farmers back home aré 
going to ask—and I am sure that you have gone into this. As com- 

pared to the present program what is going to be the av erage farmer’s 
position under this new program, inasmuch as he is going to be reduc- 
ing his acreage of feed crops and reducing his allowable sales of 
wheat in bushels? Will you briefly give us some figures on that ? 

Mr. Baker. As Mr. Bruns said in his statement, the best way to 
say it is, that it will not reduce anybody’s income. We are pretty 
sure of that. But it will not reduce any wheatgrower’s income. 
And to the extent that we have a payment-in-kind rental or payment- 
in-kind program on that additional 10 percent, the additional retired 
acres, that will be in addition to the wheatgrower’s income. And 
whatever he can sell his remaining wheat for would be transferred 
from existing feed grains to wheat sales. 

If you are talking about wheat as a commodity, there would be a 
slight increase in the income of the aver: age individual producer 
from his gross sales of wheat under the program. This, probably, 
would be just a slight increase. But he gets the big advantage, on 
the other hand, that the existing program is not going to continue— 
it has got to be changed—everybody is agreed to that. 

Mr. Suorr. Yes. Just one comment on this payment in kind. 
If you use the payment-in-kind approach, there is certainly a lot 
to be said as to the psychological effect of using that approach, and 
not having to pay it out of the Treasur vy in cash, “but the more you use 
the payment-in-kind approach, do you not aggravate more your mar- 
ket condition ? You are increasing the amount of any commodity 
available in the market by the pay ment. in kind, are you not? 

Mr. Baker. The payment in kind would be either in secondary 
wheat or in feed grain. It would not be in primary use wheat. 

We are extremely worried about the point you are making with 
respect to paying export subsidies in kind, also. We think we have 
got the loophole you mentioned closed by restricting it to 50 million 
bushels in the bill, but we are concerned about the problem you raise 
on the payment in kind on the extra 10, or additional 10 percent 
diverted acres. That would be a payment a kind in terms of feed 
grains which are protected, naturally, with the 65 percent of parity 
support price, without any acreage « ontrol at all. 

This would also, as Mr. Poage pointed out a while ago, be true if 
the wheat bill is a part of a total farm program. , 

Mr. Levertnc. Under your program would the farmer be per- 
mitted to take out payment in kind in some other commodity? 

Mr. Baker. Yes. 

Mr. Jounson. There is one thing that has bothered me about the 
payment in kind that does not particularly have to do with the wheat 
bill. In the part of the country where I am located, those areas are 
a long distance away from storage capacity. I do not believe that 
we have any grain storage capacity within 200 or 300 miles of the 
farmers in my area. 

Would they have to go to St. Paul, or to Minneapolis, or to Chicago 
and get it—is there some provision that the Government will put 
it into the communities where they can pick up their payment in 


kind ? 
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Mr. Baxer. You have the language before you that I think will 
work. It says that if a payment in kind is used, if there is a payment 
in kind program in operation, the payment in kind will be, if the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation owns the stock, at a convenient local loca- 
tion. But if it isnot in a convenient local location and the Commodity 
Credit Corporation does not want to move it to such a location, then 
it provides for a negotiable certificate or for payment in cash. 

That would go a ‘long ways toward alleviating this unpopularity, 
I think, Mr. Johnson, of the payment in kind. 

Mr. Jounson of Wisconsin. I know that my farmers, if they had 
to go to Minneapolis or Chicago or Milw aukee to get their payment 
in kind, would not be very muc +h in favor of it. 

Mr. Larra. Under this program—apparently I missed this—How 
do you allocate the bushels for the individual farms? 

Mr. Bruns. On the basis of the past history and the past normal pro- 
duction, the yield. 

Mr. Latra. If the farmer was getting 40 or 45 bushels to the acre 
as they do in some cases, he would not be brought down to 42? 

Mr. Bruns. That is right. 

Mr. McSween. Mr. Baker, what is the economic term for the figure 
you gave awhile ago of 0.0001 ? 

Mr. Baxer. The farm price elasticity of the demand for wheat for 
domestic food uses. 

Mr. McSween. I have a reason for asking that question. Do you 
feel that you could extend this in regard to cotton ? 

Mr. Baker. I do not remember offhand what it is. There is some 
disagreement at the present time, as I understand it, between the econ- 
omists at Iowa State College, and those in the Department of Agri- 
culture and in the cotton trade as to what it really is. I, personally, 
do not have a judgment one way or the other about what it is. As 
soon as they agree, I am going to take their figure for it. It makes 
a big difference, however, if you set the price of cotton at 25 cents a 
pound, how much cotton would the domestic mills take. And is the 
shortrun elasticity the same as the longrun elasticity? Ido not know 
the answer to that question ? 

Mr. McSween. It would make a lot of difference whether this would 
be applicable to cotton. 

Mr. Baker. And the fact that I do not know the answer to it makes 
me willing to support Mr. Poage’s cotton bill which begs the question, 
as it were, rather than some other kind of cotton proposal that would 
be dependent upon knowing what the answer is. 

Mr. McSween. Th: ank you. 

The Cuatrman. We thank you gentlemen for coming here. I com- 
pliment you on the splendid presentation of your program. 

We will recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

Mr. Bruns. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We would like to express 
our gratitude to you for having had the privilege of bringing our 
program before this committee. 

Mr. Baxer. I agree with Mr. Bruns in his statement. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you. 

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at 
10 a.m., Thursday, March 10, 1960.) 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 10, 1960 


Houser Or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:05 a.m., in room 1310, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Harold D. Cooley (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present: Representatives Cooley, Poage, Gathings, Albert, Abbitt, 
Thompson, Jones of Missouri, Hagen, Johnson of Wisconsin, Jen- 
nings, Breeding, Stubblefield, ’McSween, Hogan, Levering, Hoeven, 
Dague, Belcher, McIntire, Smith of Kansas, Teague of California, 
Short, Mrs. May, Pirnie, and Latta. 

Also present: Representative Smith of Iowa. 

Hyde H. Murray, assistant clerk; John Heimburger, counsel; and 
Francis LeMay, consultant. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will please be in order. 

Mr. Newsom, we will be very glad to hear you now, sir. We are 
delighted to have you, and delighted to have your counsel, Mr. Parker, 


who, for a long time, was associated with this committee and is highly 
respected here. 


Mr. Parker. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF HERSCHEL D. NEWSOM, MASTER, THE NATIONAL 


GRANGE, ACCOMPANIED BY JOSEPH 0. PARKER, LEGISLATIVE 

CONSULTANT , 

Mr. Newsom. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we are 
delighted to have an opportunity to make a statement on the wheat 
situation. We have chosen to make our statement very brief because 
of the fact. that the long-term position of the Grange as to both the 
necessity and the method of modifying the existing legislative struc- 
ture affecting the marketing of wheat, and the income of producers 
of wheat, has been so firmly established that it may seem redundant 
to state our case before this committee. 

We have, liowever, made certain modifications in the legislative 
proposals, which we described extensively before this committee on 
March 25, 1959. We have made these modifications for very definite 
reasons. 

First of all, we,must all agree that there is a change in the situation 
confronting American wheat producers in that the prospect of a con- 
tinuing decline in farm income, even without any modification of the 
present legislative structure, is no longer subject to successful dispute. 

Secondly, it is now equally clear to an inc reasing number of people 
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that continued adherence to the present sort of structure (even under 
a declining price support level) will not prevent further buildup of 
Government wheat stocks and further increases in the cost of the 
program currently in operation. Neither will it prevent further loss 
of markets and further distortion of the normal use patterns of this 
important cereal crop. 

I believe further that it is clearly established that there is no pros- 
pect of bringing wheat farmers into an equitable rel: itionship with 
the rest of the American economic structure without legislation de- 
signed to regulate marketings according to use, and at the same time 
provide a real, solid basis for adjustment with respect to carryover 
and with respect to stocks of wheat held by the U.S. Government. 

In other words, a permanent long-term program, no matter how 
sound that program is in its basic concept, has much less chance of 
success under present yogren unces than it would have had a few 
years ago in 1952, 1953, or 1954. 

This measure now being proposed by the Grange, the Wheat 
Growers, the National Farmers Union, and many of our other col- 
leagues in agriculture, has been drafted in an attempt to realistically 
face the situation and effectively deal with facts confronting America 
and her wheat farmers in 1960 and the years immediately following. 

As the members of this committee know, we asked 5 weeks ago that 
the wheat hearings before the Senate committee be recessed to provide 
several of us (who were clearly moving in the direction of agreement 
with each other) an opportunity to vigorously explore the areas of 
uncertainty or lack of understanding. We are much pleased to be 
able to report to this committee that these 5 weeks sie Slit fruitful 
in terms of that objective. 

In view of the fact that testimony has previously been presented 
before this committee having to do with this 5 weeks’ effort, I would 
like now to add only that it has been a very satisfying experience, even 
though each of us has had to make some concessions from our previous 
positions in order to reach agreement. 

In connection with the necessary adjustment of supplies and re- 
duction of Government-held stocks, it becomes clearly apparent on 
careful analysis that we shall have to limit marketings of certificated 
wheat—in order to make a place for approximately 150 million 
bushels of Government-held wheat per year—until we can reduce that 
amount to a reasonable carryover. Eventually we would have it car- 
ried over in private hands rather than in Government storage. 

It likewise becomes clearly apparent that under the circumstances 
now present, we must guard against the probability of adding signifi- 
cantly to the distorted feed grains-livestock balance as the result of a 
wheat program. 

These considerations compelled the incorporation of the land retire- 
ment section of our proposal. This land retirement section, as the 
committee members will note, has been divided into two parts. It is, 
of course, our hope that provision may be made for an adequate con- 
servation reserve program under the Soil Bank Act, to make it pos- 
sible for wheat producers to be compensated for the retirement of 10 
percent of their base acreage—thereby reducing their acreage avail- 





able for feed wheat and other feed grains by 20 percent. 
It should be clear that wheat farmers themselves cannot afford to 
contribute more than the initial 10 percent, as is provided in section 
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379-£ of our bill, without the extension of the conservation reserve 
section. 

We earnestly recommend, therefore, that the committee consider 
the real importance of taking such action as will be necessary to make 
it possible that the full 20 percent of the base acreage be retired 
from production as provided in this section, so that we can speed 
the adjustment process without unnecessarily reducing the income of 
the wheat producer, and at the same time provide for positive action 
in the direction of sound overall agricultural adjustment. We believe 
that this measure will effectively halt the downtrend in agricultural 
income to the extent that that downtrend is contributed to by wheat 
producers. 

It will materially reduce the cost of wheat programs to the U.S. 
Treasury. 

It will stop the buildup of Government stocks and the destruction 
of normal private marketing operations in wheat. 

It will contribute substantially to the restoration of orderly market- 
ing of high quality wheat through regular commercial channels on a 
quality and use basis. It will operate so as to improve the prospect 
of stabilizing income, not only of wheat producers but of other 
businesses in rural communities and small towns. 

This program does involve a very important change. We believe 
it is a very sound and fundamental change in Government price, or 
income-support measures, with respect to an agricultural product of 
which we normally export a substantial quantity (of which we nor- 
mally have many other than primary uses in the United States). 

In fact, this change embraces the long-advocated philosophy of the 
Grange in taking account of end-use—and of the difference between 
primary and secondary markets and uses for a commodity. It is 
the same basic philosophy that underlies marketing orders and agree- 
ments in both dairy products and in many other agricultural com- 
modities, as well as our successful sugar and wool programs. 

It should be clear that we can no longer extend price support 
to unlimited quantities of wheat; and it should be equally clear that 
we cannot withdraw price support without providin® some other 
mechanism that will give wheat producers in this instance a compa- 
rable advantage in their own primary market, to that advantage which 
is enjoyed by other American labor and other American business in 
their own primary market. 

This legislation will serve America and her wheat producers well 
for the next 3 to 5 years. It is our judgment that some rather im- 
portant modifications in the program may be required within that 
period of time; but we vigorously recommend this measure for im- 
mediate passage and earnestly hope that it may become operative at 
the earliest possible date. 

The Cnamman. Thank you very much, Mr. Newsom, for your 
splendid statement. 

I would like to ask you whether or not in your opinion we might im- 
prove the bill by providing for a payment in kind, rather than in 
eash ? 

Mr. Newsom. Mr. Chairman, there is a provision for payment in 
kind up to 50 million bushels in the export subsidy. Is that what you 
mean, Mr. Chairman? 
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The CuarrmMan. No; I mean for the farmer who voluntarily retires 
10 percent of his land and 

Mr. Newsom. You mean in the land reserve section / 

The CuatrrmMan. Yes 

Mr. Newsom. Well, frankly, our own position in this matter has 
been that we could well incorporate that sort of a provision in this 
aspect. 

The CHamman. I asked you that, because some of the witnesses 
who have preceded you have agreed that if there was included the pay- 
ment-in-kind provision that they would have no objection to it. I 
think that it might improve the bill and it might help us in getting it 
passed. 

Mr. Newsom. I would like to yield to my good friend, Mr. Joseph 
Parker, to reply to that question. 

T he C HAIRMAN. Io you see any objection to it ? 

Mr. Parker. There is no real objection. I think that it is, pri- 
marily, a problem of, you might say, total cost of the program. 

The second problem confronting the grain and the wheatgrowers 
and others here is whether or not we should incorporate a provision 
in the bill in the section requiring some type of additional conserva- 
tion or soil bank program specifically for wheat. We thought of 
maybe that if you considered some overall retirement program of 
wheat or feed grains that that might be better dealt with in an over- 
all bill, but the wheatgrowers indicated, that is, the wheat farmers, 
that they would be willing to make some contribution here to the 
reduction of the total plant of wheat and feed grains which would be 
mandatory in the 10 percent requirement. 

Mr. Atzerr. Will you yield? 

The Crareaan. V ery well, yes. 

Mr. Avserr. Of course, the payment in kind adds to the volume. 

Mr. Parker. That is correct. 

Mr. Avsert. It will affect the price. 

Mr. Parker. It will affect the price, I presume. It would have to be 
noncertificated wheat, and it would depress the price. 

Mr. Arsert. It would remove wheat. from Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration warehouses, and it would tend to keep wheat from getting 
too high in price. I think that we are going to run into that. It has 
been a major problem before. 

I know what you are driving at is 100 percent of parity for primary 
use wheat, or close to that, but if you permit farmers to raise wheat 
over and above their allotments, over and above the national allot- 
ment, in excess of 150 million bushels, you are going to affect the 
price. 

Mr. Parker. If you add in certificated wheat you would relieve the 
squeeze, and then tend to reduce it, at least. 

Mr. Avserr. If you add the certificated wheat you would be up 
against an impossible position— 

Mr. Newsom. I think that it should be a foregone conclusion that 
we cannot make it in certificated wheat—it will have to be in sec ondary 
use. 

Mr. Arserr. How will that affect the price? That will be an open 
market—the price of the wheat might drop, if you had a big wheat 
crop, and you would not know how much the price would be. 
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Mr. Newsom. This brings me to the reason for my reluctance to 
answer your question forthrightly, as I would like to have been able 
todo, Mr. Chairman. 

We in the grain’s approach have wanted to use this approach. 

We are coming to you this morning in slightly a different category 
as a result of these 5 weeks of effort among ‘ourselves to bring to. you 
a more united approach than we previously have been able to pi -esent. 
There have been some differences in this discussion as to how we could 
make these payments in kind without destroying the effects of the 
squeeze itself or even in the case of making them as feed wheat, maybe 
we could unwittingly contribute to a feed grain situation, in which I 
havea great deal of interest. 

[ amprimarily a corn producer, not a wheat producer. The point 
is that I think—and the point is pretty well established—at least in 
the initial stage of this program it will require a solid year for any 
reasonable phase in any of this program from our present circum- 
stances. There is noquestion about it. 

I have some apprehension about the ability of any effective payment 
in kind in the first year’s operation. I really believe that we ought to 
try to make 2 provision for payment in kind after the first year. 

The Cuairman. It is contemplated, is it not, that the determination 
with regard to the method as to the primary use of wheat will be fixed 
at a point which will result in 100 percent of parity to the farmers? 

Mr. Newsom. I would modify that statement a little bit, by saying 
that we do not for ourselves visualize being able to reach 100 percent 
of parity short of 2 or 3 years. This is our goal. This is the goal 
toward which we want to move. 

[ rather suspect that we will be fortunate under this proposal if we 
get up to as much as 85 percent of parity on the average in the mar- 
ketplace for certificated wheat in the first yea 

The CuarrmMan, If you have the mianieads in kind by certificate, it 
would tend to decrease the possibility of getting prime wheat 

Mr. Newsom. If you make any of those payments in kind. in cer- 
tificated wheat, I think that you will wreck the program. 

The Cuamman. That is what I brought up. That is why I brought 
it up. I thought that it might strengthen the program and give us 
a better ch: ance to have such legislation and act. It might tend to 
weaken the price, but would it weaken it very substantially by putting 
that. in it ? 

Mr. Newsom. We have a provision in the draft wherein wheat can 
be released if we get up to the parity level, of course. I believe that. it 
is about as far as we dare go in the matter of releasing certificated 
wheat. 

My remarks have been predicated on the assumption that we were 
talking about payments in kind in noncertificated wheat that cannot 
wreck the program, in trying to approach a parity on the certificated 
wheat. 

Mr. Poace. Will you yield there? 

The Cuatrman. Yes. 

Mr. Poace. You do propose that to acquire 150 million bushels, and 
it will come out of the Commodity Credit Corporation stocks? 

Mr. Newsom. In addition to the 50 million bushels that we are 
authorizing as payment of export subsidy in kind. 
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Mr. Poaer. Might you not deduct from that amount the amount 
that was used in payment in kind? The payment in kind has to be 
made early in the season. 

Mr. Newsom. Yes. 

Mr. Poace. Might you not deduct the amount that is paid out from 
that 150 million bushels, and you would still not put any more certifi- 
cated wheat on the market ? 

Mr. Beicurr. Will you yield? 

Mr. Poace. Yes; but first I would like to get his opinion. 

Mr. Newsom. I would like to answer Mr. Poage by saying that I 
think there is a clear possibility of domg exactly this. We need to 
discuss it, because of the joint nature of this effort here. We would 
have to discuss it with our friends. Having reached agreement with 
them, we do not want to make a commitment here that will undermine 
the agreement. 

The Cuatrman. The reason I asked that is because we had asked 
other witnesses, and they did not object on the payment in kind pro- 
vision. I think Mr. Poage’s suggestion there might be well worth 
while. 

Mr. Bercrer. And you would have the 10 percent, too. 

Mr. Poace. I do not have the bill before me, but I have the impres- 
sion that it was 150 million bushels. 

Mr. Betcuer. If you paid it off in kind on the basis of 10 percent, 
you are going to have 8,200,000 acres in the 10 percent. That will 
»roduce more than 150 million bushels of wheat. You would not 
sn to take anything out of the Commodity Credit Corporation stocks 
for primary wheat. 

I have always been favorable to the idea of establishing some kind 
of a payment in kind program, but I do not see how we can pay it out 
in certificated wheat without just completely wrecking the price struc- 
ture, as Mr. Albert pointed out. If you pay it out in wheat that is 
not certificated, then you are going to do nothing but dump 8 million 
acres of production on the feed grain market, which is going to fur- 
ther complicate it. 

Mr. Arserr. Would you not have to have at least two things—one, 
that there will be a quantitative limit as to the amount of w heat that 
you could pay in kind, X number of bushels, and pay the rest in cash; 
and second, that any payment in kind would have to be feed wheat 
at the market price at the time? I think you would have to have 
those two things. 

Mr. Newsom. That is right. Any time you release any certificated 
wheat, vou are going to undermine your market and destroy it. 

Mr. Brice. I believe if you took 1 bushel out in payment in kind, 
that you would further complicate the feed grain situation. 

Mr. Arsert. There would have to be a limit on the total bushels. 
and you would have to have a value limit, so that the farmer will know 
in advance how much value he will get. Both are necessary, I believe, 
to this program. 

Mr. Brerpine. I should like to ask you a question, Mr. Newsom. 
Since this 20-percent acreage reduction is going to be principally a 
reduction of feed grains, is it necessary that we use a payment in kind / 
Why could we not use a feed grain payment in kind? That is some- 
thing that I have just thought about. 
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For example, I am going to cut 20 percent of my land and I am 
presently petting grain sor rghums, barley, or oats on that land today. 

Mr. Newsom. I still think; you are talking about a payment in kind. 
It is whether it is payment in kind in feed grains or in wheat as a feed 
. If I understand your question, that is what you are suggest- 
ing. I do not know that there is any reason that we should not pro- 
vide that. 

Mr. Breevinc. We support the others. 

Mr. Newsom. I would not oppose it. 

Mr. Breepine. In other words, could you use feed grains for pay- 
ment in kind instead of wheat ? 

Mr. Newsom. I see no reason why you could not, because under our 
concept here we are differentiating between wheat for domestic food 
use and for export, on the one hand, and wheat as a feed grain on the 
other hand. And it becomes capable of being commingled with corn 
and barley and oats. 

Mr. Breeptne. The cattle and hog feeders I am sure would take 
barley and sorghum grains in preference to we for livestock feed. 
[ think that is something to think about. 

Mr. Newsom. I think it will take a little study and a careful draft- 
ing to be sure that we do protect that situation, but I am very receptive 
to the idea, and I think it can be worked out. 

Mr. Parker. May I make one comment in reference to a suggestion 
made by Mr. Poage? The 150 million bushels that come out of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation for use as certificated wheat can only 
come out at 100 percent of parity. That is where you get the squeeze 
by affecting the supply and demand. If you had a payment in kind 
in wheat. that would be in the marketplace, perhaps, for sale at less 
than 100 percent of parity, it would affect the squeeze. That is the 
reason that it seems to us, I believe, that if there is a payment in kind 
it would be more appropriate to regard it as a feed grain. 

Mr. Poace. I have not been able to find it in this bill. Possibly I 
am mistaken. I do not have a copy of the bill before me. I get this 
bill confused with the general bill. The general bill has a specific pro- 
vision in it that in estimating normal consumption the Secretary shall 
eliminate an amount of each commodity, so that. there will definitely 
be a drawdown of the surplus each year. 

You could not under this general bill meet our needs without draw- 
ing down on the Commodity Credit Corporation stock, and it was so 
written intentionally. 

I was thinking that this bill had something comparable to that in it. 
Maybe it does not. 

Mr. Newsom, It does have. 

Mr. Poagr. It does have ¢ 

Mr. Newsom. Yes. 

Mr. Poaer. But you provide that that drawdown has to bring full 
parity, is that right 

Mr. Newsom. “Right. 

Mr. Parker. The Secretary cannot sell those 150 million until the 
price reaches parity. 

Mr. Poaae. I do not see why you are not going to bring it up to 
parity the first of the year, instead of up to 85 percent, then. 
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Mr. Newsom. I will tell you why. 

Mr. Poace. Why? 

Mr. Newsom. As individual farmers we have to use and exercise 
every prerogative available to us to try to boost our income. This is 
the only way that we stay in business. 

It is entirely probable, in my opinion, that the wheat harvested this 
coming harvest season may be held back in rather substantial quanti- 
ties to. anticipate the higher price level the following } year. And we 
have to make some provision, and we have made provision that any 
wheat that is already in being prior to the next marketing year, the 
first marketing year in which this bill becomes effectiv e, and any wheat 
that is in commercial LT has to be permitted to move just as 
though it were certificated wheat. And this is the major factor why 
I said a moment ago that it is going to take a solid year for a phase 
in before this program can become operative. 

The Cuairman. You might not take the 150 million bushels out of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation stocks. 

Mr. Newsom. We may not the first year. We may not be able to 
release much of it or even any of it the first year of operation. We 
had better know that. 

Mr. Atserr. That would not make any difference, because you have 
the Commodity Credit Corporation stock plus the commercial wheat 
plus the eligible wheat on the farms. And wherever you take out 
any part of it, you are doing well. 

Mr. Newsom. That is exactly right. I do not want this committee 
to be misled by any of the figures ‘that any of our friends or that we 
ourselves may present to you, because we are thinking in terms of the 
effect of the program once it has had a chance to become operative. I 
think some of these figures must be discounted, so far as the first year 
of operation is concerned. 

Mr. Poace. Let me go a little bit further into this reserve question. 
Your 10 percent is not 10 percent of the present wheat allotment— 
you do not have any wheat allotment. 

Mr. Newsom. Of his base acreage—of his wheat base, Mr. Poage. 

Mr. Poace. Of his wheat base ? 

Mr. Newsom. Of his wheat base. 

Mr. Poace. In other words, you would not take out under this 
bill 

The CHatrman. You would take out 8 million acres, is that not 
right ? 

“Mr. Newsom. That is right. 

And if we can get the soil bank provision extended, as I hope we 
can, and I put that in the subjunctive, because frankly, we have run 
into a great many of our friends who are not very receptive to an ex- 
tension of this feature. 

Mr. Poace. There would not be any payment for that first 10 per- 
cent / 

Mr. Newsom. Only the normal ACP payments. 

Mr. Poacr. That would not cause any drawdown on the wheat, the 
first 10 percent—that would just eliminate production of wheat. 
When you come to taking out an additional 10 percent, if we use 
the payment in kind plan, that is when you begin to draw it down? 

Mr. Newsom. Right. 
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Mr. Poace. As well as reduce the present production / 

Mr. Newsom. Yes. 

Mr. Bexcuer. I think you would get about 40 percent. We are 
about 40 percent right now. 

Mr. PoaGce. This is the base that I am talking about. 

Mr. Bevtcuer. You would have to get 50 percent off of it before you 
would get any drawdown at all, before you would affect it any. 

Mr. Newsom. The major effect of this we should all know is that 
this has to go in here is that without this land retirement section, 
it will reduce the feed grain production. One of the reasons that 
we might clearly be creating a situation where feed wheat would 
incre: asingly replace other feed grains, and the other feed grains would 
in cor responding quantity just have to flow into the ( ‘ommodity Credit 
Corporation. We do not want to do that. 

Mr. Poacr. I agree with you about that. For the farmer who 
reduces more than 10 percent, rather than pay him in wheat, why 
not pay him in feed grains ? 

Mr. Newsom. I think that the more we discuss it, the more I think 
that this is the best way to avoid possible commingling or abuse of 
any kind. 

Mr. Poacre. And if you paid about two-thirds of his normal pro- 
duction— 

Mr. Newsom. We would get results. 

Mr. Poace. You would get a reduction in feed grains as well as a 
reduction in wheat, and you would be drawing down the surplus, too? 

Mr. Newsom. That is right. 

The Cuarmman. That is one thing I think some of the feed grain 
people are apprehensive about is, that this bill might aggravate their 
problem. Do you think that with the bill as it is . proposed, you will 
not aggravate the feed grain problem / 

Mr. Newsom. I have already said that I am basically a corn pro- 
ducer, and Iam much more apprehensive about the present situation 
than I would be about the one that we are trying to create. 

The Cuamman. The witnesses preceding you have taken a like posi- 
tion. I can see how somebody from the corn or the feed grain areas 
might see this bill affecting their problem in that manner 

Mr. Newsom. Our proposal will actually decrease the total feed 
grains, instead of increasing them, because, first of all, we are going 
to have less acreage; and secondly, we are going to permit the farmer 
who wants wheat for a cover crop purpose, for legumes and for any 
other reason, to produce wheat which will give less tonnage in many 
instances than his feed grain that he is replacing. 

I am sure that an intelligent Corn Belt look at this would endorse 
it 100 percent. 

The Cuarrman. There is one other question I want to clear up; 
that is, it will be very unfortunate if this bill is brought out and 
dubbed as a bread tax bill. If I understand it, it is contemplated 
that it will possibly increase the price of bread by four-tenths of 1 cent 
a loaf. I, for one, do not believe that the consuming public would 
object to that percentage increase. 

Mr. Newsom. I do not think so, especially if we can ever get the 
truth of the situation to the consuming public, I believe. 
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The Cuairman. If it was dubbed a “tax” on bread or a “bread tax 
bill,” you would never get it across. 

I cannot believe that you and those working with vou on this bill 
would want to bring out a bill which you thought would be an undue 
burden on the consumer. 

Mr. Newsom. As you know, Mr. Chairman, our original wheat 
certificate proposal was substantially simpler in its operation than 
this, but it did involve the payment by the processor, which gave rise 
to this infamous bread tax indictment which, I think, is totally un- 
founded, but which has had some emotional appeal to some people. 

We think that this proposal, although it accomplishes basically 
the same objective, will do it without resorting to an actual payment 
by the processors in quite the same manner that the other one would. 
I am prepared to defend the previous proposal before anybody who 
wants to listen with an open mind. 

I think sooner or later, though, we will just simply have to face up 
to the basic question as to whether Americans as individuals are 
going to pay an equitable price level for the agricultural products 
that they consume. 

The Cuarrman. That will thoroughly justify this program, because 
even if it does result in some increase, it is not an unreasonable prop- 
osition for the farmer to be given a fair and equitable price for his 
raw material. 

Mr. Newsom. That is correct, comparable to everybody else. 

Mr. Apert. There is only one difliculty, and that is that there will 
be that attack on this, unless we are able to get our message across as 
we should. 

Mr. Newsom. We will have no alternative but to try. 

Mr. Auserr. In the past they have said that it was a bread tax, and 
the newspapers in the United States called it a bread tax. It was not 
a bread tax, but they called it that, as you know. 

Mr. Newsom. This is not a bit different than restricting the number 
of bricks that a bricklayer can lay. And sooner or later I think that 
we are going to have to just stand up and do battle on the facts of the 
matter and trust to the majority judgment of the people. 

The Cuatrman. It was pointed out here in a statement presented 
to us yesterday that this bill would effect a saving of $15 per family— 
that this program would be that much cheaper than the present pro- 
gram. However, you will have a lot of selling to do to get a wheat 
bill. The present Secretary wants one, everybody wants one—nobody 
seems to be doing anything about it, however, except you and the 
people who have worked on this proposition. 

It seems to me that it is a reasonable and fair and just thing to do. 
I think we ought to be sure we have done the very best we can before 
we bring the bill out. That is the reason I am glad to have had this 
discussion. 

Mr. Poacr. Let me comment on that to this extent. In the past 
12 years the price of bread has gone up 6 cents a pound over the 
United States. None of that 6 cents has gone to the farmer, because 
the price of wheat has gone down during that period of time. Ob- 
viously, the farmer did not add the 6 cents a pound to the price of 


bread. 
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There has not been any debate in Congress or in any of the news- 
papers, any statement about that increase being a bread tax. It has 
gone to organized labor. It has gone to the mills. It has gone into 
transportation. It has gone into the cost of marketing. It has gone 
to the bakers. It has gone to the retail merchants. It has gone to a 
great group of people. ~ However, nobody has charged that this 6-cent 
“— ease was a bread tax, 

Now if you add 0.4 of a cent which is to go to the farmer, I still 
think that’ the public will be the least affected by that, than by the 
action of groups who have added to the cost of bread. 

It would not hurt the Congress to let the public know that, and 
to explain it on the floor of the House, that it is not a bread tax. 

Mr. Newsom. Unfortunately, I think that the term was, probably, 
coined by some people within our agricultural circles who should 
have been as interested in achieving an American price level for the 
farmer as any of the rest of them. 

Mr. McInrire. In the same context, I am not quarreling with the 
observations that have been made, but since I have been in Congress 
I have voted, as many of us, for somewhere between 7 and 8 
billion tax reduction. It has not been outside the framework of the 
Congress in which the challenge has been made, “Have you seen any 
tax reduction ?” 

You can talk about a saving of $15 per family or per person, in a 
saving of cost to the Government, but if the challenge is made, “Have 
you seen any tax reduction,” it has been to somebody else and not to 
you. 

If this challenge is made in the context of $8 billion of tax reduc- 
tion, how are you going to identify this $15 per family when it is 
very easy to see 1-cent-a-loaf increase in the price of bread ¢ 

Let us just be a little bit realistic as to how we present this proposi- 
tion, because even in the Congress, those who have chalisenin’ the 
$8 billion of tax reduction have said, “It never got to you.” There 
are those people. 

It is not entirely a case of going out here and pointing out that 
this will mean a $15 reduction per family in Government expenses, 
because the minute that is put into a dollar evaluation it is just the 
same as the proposed $4 billion budget surplus. It was spent. 

We have to deal with the realities as to where the pablic reaction 
is going to be. And this single loaf of bread which may or may not 
jump in price is much closer to the people involved than the $15 per 
family. 

Mr. Newsom. We recognize that fact, but all I can say is that I be- 
lieve firmly that all of us must face the issue and not try to duck it. 
It is a rough one. But some of the members of this committee will 
recall that this is the same issue we faced when the sugar program 
became operative. We had a processing tax on sugar that we were 
able to reduce within 3 years of the time the act became operative, 
because it worked so well that we could reduce it. We were able to 
reduce the import duty on sugar because a sensible program worked 
well. 

And by the same token this kind of a program will work so well 
within a few years that we can reduce the cost of it. 
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The Cuamrman. You will recall that the Sugar Act was said to be 
a tax on babies’ candy. 

Mr. Newsom. It was called that. 

The CuamrMan. You will recall that is what it was called. 

Mr. Newsom. But the rest of the story as is fairly well understood 
by a great many people is that we have stabilized the supply of sugar 
at a reasonable price, and everybody is better off. 

The Cuatrman. Certainly, everybody is better off. 

Mr. Levertne. For the rec ord, Mr. Newsom, is it not a fact that even 
if we did have an increase of 1 cent, we will say, on a loaf of bread, the 
American people, by and large, are better fed at a more reasonable cost 
than any elie i in the history of our civilization 4 

Mr. Newsom. Amen to that. And by the same token it should be 
relatively easy over a period of time—we have been working at this a 
long time; we have admittedly not done the job yet—but, eventually, 
I am sure that we can convince reasonable-minded Amer icans that it is 
better for them to pay that increase directly, instead of paying it in 
income tax. 

Mr. Levertne. Is it not a further fact that, perhaps, one of the fail- 
ures of the farm organizations, or the farmers, generally, is that they 
just oo not have a good public relations program themselves ? 

Mr. Newsom. We are very keenly aware of that fact. 

Mr. Levertnc. Thank you. 

Mr. Horven. Mr. Newsom, I do not think that this is the place to 
debate statistics but in the last analysis, the average American, includ- 
ing the American farmer, does not give a continental about statistics. 
He is more interested in price and income. 

We farmers have not gotten our message over to the consuming pub- 
lic. Perhaps an increase in the price of bread could be explained 
among those who understand the entire problem, but to the mass of the 
people it simply means that the cost of living is going up and they will 
blame somebody ior that. So you have got to meet that issue from 
the practical standpoint, and not from the st: indpoint of statistics or 
what should be honorable and right and good. 

Mr. Poacr. Will vou yield ? 

Mr. Horven. It has been my experience over the years that it is 
becoming increasingly more difficult to pass any kind of a farm bill. 
That is because we are having consumer representatives to contend 
with, and they are becoming more in numbers than those of us from 
the agricultural areas of the country. We cannot pass a bill unless it 
meets with the approval of the consuming public. That is why it is 
difficult for us to legislate in the field of agriculture. 

Mr. Poacr. May I just add to the remarks of my colleague? He 
just said that the public held somebody accountable for the raises 
in the price of bread. Who did they hold accountable for the 6 cent 
increase in the last 12 years? 

Mr. Hoeven. Of course, again I say that in our circles we under- 
stand it. 

Mr. Poacr. Whom did the public blame ? 

The Cuarrman. They blamed the farmer. 

Mr. Horven. We have not been telling the consumer the fact that 
the farmer gets only a small part of the consumer dollar. He is not 
told about the cost of packaging, transportation, processing, and all 
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of the other things. When the housewife buys a high-priced pork 
chop she is likely to blame the farmer for the high cost of living. 

Mr. Newsom. May I say, Mr. Chairman, in reply to the Congress- 
man from Iowa, that I am not blind to the fact which Mr. Hoeven 
points out, but my firm conviction is that this kind of a governmental 
process in which all of us in this room believe so much in, requires 
that we be more concerned with something that we believe is right 
and sound and are willing to fight for, than it does initially to what 
we can pass. 

Let us do battle for what we believe in, even if it takes us another 
year or two to win. 

' Mr. Horven. I agree with you 100 percent. You mean to say that 
we should be statesmen instead of politicians? 

Mr. Newsom. I hope that I did not sound harsh. 

Mr. Hoeven. I agree with you. But unfortunately, under our sys- 
tem it does not operate that way. We have to face the realities of 
the situation. 

I just want to ask you this question. You are acorn farmer. Do 
you object to the dumping of cheap wheat into the Corn Belt ? 

’ Mr. Newsom. This is not a dumping. I have been concerned about 
that problem under the present program. I have been increasingly 
concerned about it. This is not a dumping of cheap wheat. 

Mr. Hoeven. Let us compare the present situation with your pro- 
posal. How is it going to better the situation under your proposal ? 

Mr. Newsom. Let us assume that we do not do anything with the 
present program, what are you eventually going to do with the Gov- 
ernment-held wheat stocks? I know that as a corn farmer it will 
ruin my corn-feed grain markets, and I am determined to try to pre- 
vent that by a more realistic approach. 

Mr. Hoeven. In other words, you want the corn farmer to be a 
statesman, too. That is a laudable pursuit. It just is not done that 
way. 

We in the Corn Belt, as you know very well, are very apprehensive 
of the two-price proposal for wheat. We feel it will jeopardize the 
economy of the Corn Belt by dumping a lot of cheap wheat in the 
corn-feed grain area. 

According to certain statistics given here yesterday, it is indicated 
that under the present program the total wheat base acreage is 24,700,- 
000 used for feed grains, and under the new proposal this would be 
reduced to 8,940,000 acres. 

Figuring this acreage at about 21.3 cents a bushel—as an average— 
it would result in approximately 437 million bushels of feed grains 
being put into competition with corn and feed grains in our area. 

Mr. Newsom. We have that competition now to a greater extent, 
Mr. Hoeven, in the feed grains that are produced on the normal 
wheat acres. Actually, the figures that have already been presented 
to this committee are, in my opinion, too much in detail. I think, per- 
haps, some of our friends have gone into a little bit too much detail. 

I do not know that any of us can prevent exactly the concise figures 
that have been given you, but we can certainly defend the general con- 
clusion. And this program will immediately, even in the first 8 
years of its operation, put less pressure on the feed grain than the 
present situation. There is no doubt about it. 
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Mr. Horven. Again, from the viewpoint of a corn farmer who does 
not grow any wheat, when cheap wheat is put in competition with corn 
and other feed grains what is to prevent the corn farmer from buying 
cheap wheat for feed, and then continue to produce corn and soybeans, 
as he has heretofore? Most of this will likely go into the ¢ ‘ommodity 
Credit Corporation bins, so how will you save anything on storage ? 

Mr. Newsom. Let me answer you this way. I do produce some 
wheat. I am basically a corn producer. I would like to produce a 
little more wheat, because it is essential to the kind of a rotation pro- 
gram that I grew up with, but I cannot do it under the present pro- 
gram, even though it would be money in my pocket in the long run 
to have the wheat as a cover crop for winter, as a nurse crop for my 
legumes, on which our whole agriculture in my area is based. What 
do we do? 

We have to take that acreage out of wheat and put it into barley or 

oats, and we do not raise too much oats in my end of the State of In- 
diana, but, actually, we are producing from 2 to 214 times as many tons 
of feed grains as we would if I were permitted to go ahead and sow 
my wheat in the fall like I would like todo. And this is one illustra- 
tion about which I know. Iam not guessing. 

Mr. Hoeven. Of course, I am talking about an area such as I repre- 
sent in Iowa which produces very little or no wheat. 

Mr. Newsom. How is this program gomg to affect them then / 

Mr. Horven. Because our farmers can buy cheap wheat, and at the 
same time continue to produce corn and soybeans and put them into 
Commodity Credit Corporation bins. 

Mr. Newsom. Well, we will have to fix that program before too long, 
in my opinion. 

Mr. Horven. And I am in accord with that. I, certainly, want 
wheat legislation. I think something must be done. 

What ‘would you think of offering a referendum to wheat farmers, 
giving them a clear choice as to what kind of a program they want to 
"oe under ¢ 

Mr. Newsom. The Congressmen will recall we have for the time— 
for the last 4 or 5 years prepared and proposed that our wheat cer- 
tificate program be presented in referendum form. I think maybe, 
however, we have passed the time when we could afford to do that, if 
we do not have to. I am willing to consider that, but the urgency of 
the situation now, I think, dictates that we should be willing to make 
up our minds and act on it. 

Mr. Horven. The reason I raised the question, Mr. Newsom, is that 
I saw no reference to a referendum in your statement, whereas hereto- 
fore you have mentioned it. 

Mr. Newsom. This is one of the changes we have made. 

Mr. Hoeven. I doubt whether we can reach an agreement on wheat 
legislation unless we have a referendum submitted to the wheat farm- 
ers. 

Mr. Newsom. I am glad to hear you say that. I wished that we 
could have reached agreement on that. I do not want to be too 
critical. I wish that we could have done so in 1952 or 1953 when it 
was really timely. 

Mr. Hoeven. It was timely at that time. And you recall that we 
would have had a bill then if an attempt had not been made to com- 
pletely revise the corn section of the omnibus bill. 
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Mr. Newsom. I can only say that we are receptive to the idea of 
considering the referendum, but I think that the urgency of the sit- 
uation, the nature of the President’s appeal and all of these things 
mitigate in favor of making a decision and acting on it. 

If we can only go the referendum route this time, even though it is 2 
or 3 years later than it should have been, let us talk about it. 

Mr. Hoeven. There is no need to talk about water gone over the 
dam. So far as I am concerned I want to cooperate w ith you and all 
members of this committee. I think that we need some wheat legisla- 
tion of some kind. I have analyzed the possibility of enacting differ- 
ent proposals into law. I think we must meet the issue foursquare 
on a nonpartisan basis. Unless we do something, we are likely to lose 
our entire farm program because taxpayers are not much longer going 
to stand for paying the terrific cost of operating the present program. 

Mr. Newsom. I would like to say “Amen” to a portion at least of 
what you have just said, but I would like to say, too, that every one 
of us needs to get all of these critics of the farm programs, generally, 
to talxe a good hard look at the reports of the Council of Economic 
Advisors for Janu: ary and February as to what is happening in farm 
income and in the purchasing power and in the economy of the areas 
across the country that depend on farm income. 

And we recognize that we had better not submit to a delay involved 
in a referendum, if we can avoid it. 

Mr. Poage. Either I misunderstood my colleague as to what he was 
talking about or he misunderstood what I think this bill does. I do 
not have the { figures before me. 

He referred specifically to 24 million acres. 

Mr. Parker. That is on page 4. 

Mr. Poage. Yes; 24,700,000 acres in the present program is the wheat 
base now used for feed. 

Then you pointed out that this program would reduce that to 18,900,- 
000; but I understood from your statement that you were under the 
impression, Mr. Hoeven, that that meant there were 18,900,000 acres 
of wheat being planted for feed. Those 18,900,000 acres once were 
wheat, and they are now a part of the base which is in this bill. That 
was not land which was planted in wheat any time in the last several 
years? It is presently planted in feed grains? 

Mr. Horven. There is no dispute about that. That is what I said. 

Mr. Poace. If you did, I just did not understand. 

Mr. Horven. I was trying to point out, even at the reduced figures, 
it would still amount to 470 million bushels of feed grains. 

The Cuairman. Under the present program, you would have 400 
million. 

Mr. Poace. You would have a reduction of 260 million bushels of 
feed grains. It seems to me that if you take a cut of 160 million 
bushels you are helping very materially the feed-grain situation, 
rather than hurting it. 

Mr. Newsom. As a corn farmer, I will be infinitely better off under 
this proposal by reason of those facts. 

Mr. Poacr. Does it add to the total volume? Is there any place 
in this bill where it does that ? 

Mr. Newsom. That is right. 

Mr. Beicurr. You have to take into consideration that at the pres- 
ent time the farmers can raise 55 million acres of wheat without pay- 
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ing a penalty, and they can get a price support on that at 75 percent 
of parity, and that means that none of that wheat competes with 
feed grains, because that is wheat that sells on the open market for 
around $1.80 a bushel. 

There are 55 million acres that are now producing wheat that can- 
not in any way compete with feed grains. 

Under your bill, you are going to cut those 55 million acres to 39 
million acres. That is going to ‘turn 16 million acres loose that are 
now going into wheat that do not in any way compete with feed 
grains, and you are either going to put that in wheat to be sold for 
feed or you are going to put it into feed grains, that 16 million which 
is excess. 

Mr. Newsom. Mr. Chairman, let me point out to Mr. Belcher that 
if his remarks are predicated on the assumption that we just want 
to simply stand pat and continue to operate on the present pregram, 
then his remarks are valid, but we had assumed that we had to make 
some modification. 

Mr. Beicuer. I am not assuming that, but you are assuming that 
you are going to cut down the production of feed—not feed grains, 
but wheat under your bill. You are going to put 16 million acres into 
either feed wheat or feed grains under this bill, because there are 16 
million acres now being used for wheat. 

The CuHarrMan. Suppose you do nothing. What will be the effect ? 

Mr. Bevcuer. I am not arguing that point. They are using figures 
here to the effect that we are going to cut 8 million acres out of pro- 
duction of feed grains. I am saying that you are going to add 16 
miHionacres. I am not arguing that is not the best thing todo. Tam 
just saying that your figures showi ing that you are going to reduce feed 
are not correct. 

When you chalk up the things that you are going to save, you will 
not take the 16 million out. 

Mr. Poace. I do not think that you are taking into consideration 
what happens to all of the wheat acres presently going into storage. 

AH of this production is presently moving into the feed market, and 
it is going to go into the feed market. 

Mr. Betcuer. I am not arguing that point. 

Mr. Poace. If he is right on that, then you are not increasing the 
feed, because if he is right ¢ on that, you are ae these 16 
million acres, and it will go out of the feed market. I do not think 
that anybody assumes that it will go anywhere else. 

Mr. Axeert. I think that you are making a big assumption when 
you say that wheat that is in the Commodity ‘Credit C orporation ware- 
houses will ultimately go into the feed market. You may not do 
anything with it. 

Mr. Poace. And keep paying a billion dollars a year for storage ? 

Mr. Ateerr. They have been doing that. I do not think it is a good 
thing todo. You cannot assume that. 

Mr. Poacr. You will assume that or you are going to assume that 
there will be no farm program in another couple of years. I do not 
want to assume that. 

Mr. Beitcuer. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Poace. Yes. 

Mr. Beicuer. I was not making an issue of whether or not that was 
a good thing to do, but I have never seen as many figures tossed around 
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here as to how much we are going to save in any program that has 
ever been brought before this committee. 

We are not going to save any feed at all; we are going to increase 
the pr oduction of feed by about 8 million acres. 

Mr. Poace. And keep that stuff in storage forever. I do not think 
that the American people will continue to pay that tax or be will- 
ing to. 

Mr. Newsom. Actually, we are releasing deteriorated wheat con- 
tinually that is going into the feed grain market now. 

Mr. Poacr. You feed cattle and hogs with it 4 

Mr. Newsom. T his is getting worse, and this is one of my concerns, 
again asa corn farmer. 

The Cuatrman. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Bexcuer. I have never been able to figure exactly how they 
are going to increase the income of the wheat farmer by cutting his 
acres from 5 »5 million acres dow n to 39 million acres. 

Mr. Newsom. You are going to increase the unit price of that base 
operation which will help him to recover his fixed cost of operation, 
Mr. Belcher ? 

Mr, Betcurer. Again I want to say that I am not necessarily in 
disagreement with you, but I have been pointing out that one of the 
first statements that has come before the committee is that we have 
got to do something about the reduced farm income. Then we turn 
right around and suggest a program that will reduce the income of 
that farmer by 30 or 40 percent. 

I do not understand how you are going to increase his income when 
you do not permit him to raise 30 or 40 percent less than what he 
had before. 

Mr. Newsom. We have tried vigorously to say that this does fall 
short of the kind of an increase in farm income that we would like 
to be able to propose to you, at least in the first vear. We think it 
will arrest the processes of further decline in income and reverse the 
processes of a further buildup in wheat inventory in Government 
hands, so that we will improve the prospects of doing something in- 
telligent about the farm income in the future. 

Mr. Bercuer. That is assuming that it is a good remedy, You will 
have to admit, however, that for the next at least 2 years—l year 
at the very least—this will reduce the income of the wheat farmer 
below what it is right now. 

Mr. Newsom. | do not concede that at all. I think it will not in- 
crease his income, like I would like to do, but I do not believe it will 
reduce his income. 

Mr. Brevcner. How can you say that, when you cut his acreage, 
when you take 30 percent of it and have his income remain like it is 
right now, when you say yourself that he will not get more than 85 
pient of parity j 

Mr, Newsom. I am not prepared to give you concise figures, frankly, 
but I believ e that the figures that the people gave yesterday did give 
you figures that are relatively accurate, and you can reach your con- 
clusion that to the extent, let us say, that we approach 85 or 90 per- 
cent of parity within a couple of years on the certificated wheat, we 
will be giving to each individual operator the option of deciding with 
his own pencil how much other wheat he can produce over and above 
that certificated wheat. 
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We will be putting him right back in control of his own opera- 
tions to a greater extent than is possible under the present circum- 
stances. 

Mr. Betcuer. I do not think that you and I disagree very much. 
I still get back to the point that it is not going to cure the reduced 
farm income, but that this is going to further reduce it, until the 
remedy some time in the future cures the wheat surplus situation. 

Mr. Newsom. I do not believe that it will reduce it. If I did be- 
lieve that, I would not be so vigorous in support of it. 

Mr. Beicuer. I appreciate your optimism. But you do reduce it 
by 30 percent and— 

Mr. Newsom. We are not reducing it. We are not reducing it by 
30 percent. 

Mr. Betcuer. You are reducing what he can sell, that is, he is per- 
mitted to only sell the rest for feed somewhere, if he finds a market 
for it. 

Mr. Newsom. Right, or he can use it. Many of us do not sell our 
feed grains, anyhow. 

Mr. Beicuer. You could not use that much feed. 

Mr. Newsom. If we can get commerce operating and in the manner 
that we hope to be able to do under this program, and with some com- 
plementary programs in the rest of agriculture, we will have the move- 
ment of wheat from your efficient wheat-producing areas into areas 
where it is consumed as feed, until we can improve everybody’s status 
and add to the wealth of the country, too. 

Mr. Arpert. If you were to consider an alternative, to submit a 
referendum to the farmer, what would your suggestion be—would you 
use this as one of the alternatives, and a no-support proposal as an- 
other alternative ? 

Mr. Newsom. This, in our opinion, offers great prospects of serving 
America and the American farmers well, and I would certainly hope 
that if we have to submit it to a referendum, that this is one of the 
alternatives in the referendum. 

Mr. Auserr. You would have to have an alternate program to be 
submitted to the farmers, too. 

Mr. Newsom. I think that would be up to the people that have 
alternate programs that they are supporting now. 

Mr. Axserr. In the submission of any ultimate choice where you 
have a special situation in wheat, who are you going to let vote—if you 
limit it to those with more than 15-acre allotments, you will get a 
tendency in one direction; if you limit it t oall wheatgrowers, no 
matter how small their acreage is, you will get another kind of an- 
swer. That is the problem in figuring out a proper way to submit an 
alternative situation to the wheatgrowers. Some small wheat growers 
are large farmers if you consider all their crops. 

Mr. Newsom. Mr. Albert, you have put your finger right square 
on the reason that the referendum approach under present circum- 
stances is much less acceptable to us than it would have been in the 
past 5 or 6 years. 

Mr. Apert. It would be very difficult to get an agreement. that 
anybody could reach on an alternative proposal, because you have 
got to answer the question as to who is going to vote. How are you 
going to do it, to let every big and small farmer in the United States 
vote? They are all wheat farmers. 
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Mr. Newsom. My plea, if there is to be any referendum, is that 
any alternative must take as much account as we have tried to take 
of the rights of all other Americans in agriculture. 

Mr. Avert. There is another situation, before you get to an al- 
ternative your program is going to affect the consumer, and that is 
the responsibility of the Congress and not the responsibility of the 
farmers. 

Mr. Newsom. I could not agree with you more. 

Mr. Apert. It is a very difficult proposition. I would like to see 
someone work out a pregram that would not produce more trouble. 

Mr. Newsom. I think that this committee has tried pretty hard for 
the past several years. And I do not believe that the record would 
indicate that we have any other alternative right now that presents 
more real promise. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Newsom, I want to go back to a question that 
I asked you a while ago. If the Secretary of Agriculture makes an 
honest and accurate determination regarding the amount of certifi- 
cated wheat, it seems to me the result must be 100 percent of parity. 
He makes the determination in the sugar program, and through that 
determination it sets the world price of sugar. 

If he determines that as to wheat, the whole situation will revolve 
around the problem of the certificates which are available, rather 
than the total production of wheat. 

Mr. Newsom. Right. 

The Cuatrman. And in doing that it will tend to hold up the farm 
income. 

Mr. Newsom. Right. 

The CuHarrMaAn. Because the farmer will be getting 100 percent, 
when he does get it, in the market on the certificates. 

I do not see any objection to the pregram in this bill on that score. 
And after hearing your testimony, and the testimony of the witnesses 
yesterday, 1 begin to think that this is a good proposition to place 
before the Congress, just as it is, without any changes... 

And I want to say further that these people who sit back and say 
that they think about the consumers and say that it will be $15 
saving, are not completely justified. 

Every farm bill we have passed has been passed with the help of 
everybody. I do not fear any opposition from Mr. George Meany 
or Mr. Reuther, or any of organized labor of this country, because 
I think they believe the farmer should have a fair price for his 
product. 

Mr. Newsom. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Are there any further questions? If not, we 
thank you very much, Mr. Newsom and Mr. Parker, for your appear- 
ance here this morning. 

You are the only witness we have scheduled for today. 

We will recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 11:20 a.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at 
10 a.m., Friday, March 11, 1960.) 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 11, 1960 


Houses or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:05 a.m., in room 1310, 
New House Office Building, Hon. W. R. Poage (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Poage and Levering. 

Also present: Hyde H. Murray, assistant clerk; John Heimburger, 
counsel; and Francis LeMay, consultant. 

Mr. Poace. The commitee will please come to order. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

(Mr. Murray, assistant clerk, called the roll and the following were 
present : Mr. Poage and Mr. Levering.) 

(Members present subsequent to the rollcall : Representatives Coole 
(chairman), Poage, Gathings, Abbitt, Thompson, Jones of Missouri, 
Jennings, Matthews, Coad, Breeding, Stubblefield, McSween, Hogan, 
Levering, Hoeven, Dague, Belcher, McIntire, Dixon, Smith of Kansas, 
Teague of California, Quie, Short, Mrs. May, Pirnie, and Latta. 

(Also present: Representatives Avery, Smith of Iowa, Reece of 
Tennessee, Jensen, elect: and Schwengel.) 

Mr. Poace. We have as witnesses this morning our friends from the 
American Farm Bureau Federation. We have Mr. Jack Lynn, and 
with him is Mr. Charles Marshall, president, Nebraska Farm Bureau, 
and member of the American Farm Bureau Federation board of di- 
rectors; Mr. W. I. Boone, president of the Kansas Farm Bureau and 
member of the American Farm Bureau board of directors; Mr. E. 
Howard Hill, president, Iowa Farm Bureau, and member of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation board of directors; and Mr. War- 
ren E. Collins, agricultural economist, of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation. I presume that you want to appear together? 

Mr. Lynn. Mr. Marshall will be the principal witness, and Mr. 
Boone and Mr. Hill will assist him. 

Mr. Poacr. Do you wish to make a statement? 

Mr. Lynn. No; Mr. Marshall will make the statement. 

Mr. Poacr. We are very glad to have you with us, Mr. Marshall, 
and we will be happy to hear your statement. 

Mr. Marsnaty. Thank you, sir. We have a statement in prepared 
form. There are several appendages, and one of those we would like 
to review as we come to it. 

Mr. Poacr. You may do so. You may proceed in your own way. 
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STATEMENT OF AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, PRE- 
SENTED BY CHARLES MARSHALL, PRESIDENT, NEBRASKA FARM 
BUREAU; ACCOMPANIED BY W. I. BOONE, PRESIDENT, KANSAS 
FARM BUREAU; E. HOWARD HILL, PRESIDENT, IOWA FARM 
BUREAU ; JACK LYNN, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR; AND WARREN E. 
COLLINS, AGRICULTURAL ECONOMIST, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU 
FEDERATION 


WHEAT 


Mr. MarsHauu. We appreciate the opportunity to present Farm 
Bureau’s views on the current wheat a and the legislation that 
is needed to help solve it. This is a subject of major concern to us 
since more than one-third of our 1,600,000 member families grow 
wheat. 

The wheat problem has reached such serious proportions that cor- 
rective legislation by the Congress must no longer be delayed. A study 
of developments over the last few years clearly indicates that the 

roblem will become increasingly serious and increasingly more dif- 
cult to deal with as long as the present program is continued. 

The major reasons for this are as follows: 

(1) The national allotment cannot be reduced below the 55 million 
acres that has been allotted for each crop since that of 1954. 

(2) Non-quota acreage—principally that grown for market under 
the 15-acre exemption—is free to continue expanding. 

(3) Per-acre yields are trending upward, in part because of the 
relatively high price support program for wheat. 

(4) Domestic consumption of wheat per capita has been declining 
for several years. The total used for food has remained constant only 
by virtue of the rapid rate of growth in population which we have 
experienced in recent years. 

(5) Exports currently are holding to a high plateau, but no wheat 
is being moved abroad except through subsidized sales and giveaway 
programs. Consequently, our present wheat export market is highly 
artificial. 

(6) In recent years, the gap between support prices for wheat and 
corn has widened as a result of the program to the extent that wheat 
has largely been priced out of the domestic feed market, which once 
absorbed a substantial portion of the crop. 

Developments in the production, consumption, and export of wheat 
over the period since the present program went into effect are sum- 
marized in the following tables: 

(The tables referred to are as follows :) 
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TABLE 1.—Wheat acreage, production, and total supply—s-year averages, 1937-41 
and 1948-52; annually, 1953-59 














Harvested Yield per Production | Carryover, Total sup- 

Period acreage harvested (million July 1 (mil- ply ' (mil- 

(1,000 acres) | acre (bush- bushels) lion bush- lion bush- 

els) els) els) 

1087-41 average. ...........-....- 59, 049 14.5 858 230 1, 090 
1948-52 average. ....--.---.--.--- 68, 588 16.6 1, 141 317 1, 472 
Sh. a cngdéiegeandinebesiena ataouel 67, 840 17.3 1,173 606 1, 784 
SELLS . ddabbe scrubkideduddbseob 4 54, 356 18.1 984 934 1, 922 
SD. ananaddeubinboagme —_— wal 47, 285 19, 8 935 1, 036 1, 981 
I one das atalek a aeaneaieie 49, 784 20. 2 1, 004 1) 033 2, 045 
1957... iad jbebets pipbide 43, 806 21.7 951 909 1, 870 
Ss chile dbp alain jedhadvdgéte 53, 404 27.4 1, 462 881 2, 351 
1959... rt eae 53, 024 21.3 1, 128 1,279 2, 415 
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1 Includes imports. 





TasLeE 2.—Wheat utilization—5-year averages, 1987-41 and 1948-52; annually, 








1953-59 
Domestic human 
consumption Feed Seedand| Total 
tei t 13 atitiiy industrial} domestic | Exports Total 
Period | uses use (million disap- 
Per Total Percent | (million | (million | bushels) | pearance 
capita (million | Volume | of crop | bushels) | bushels) 





| (bushe ls)} bushels) 

















| 
1937-41 average - 3.77 494 117 14 76 687 64 751 
1948-52 average _- acai 3. 23 490 102 9 89 681 392 1, 073 
Set csace~ 3. 05 487 77 7 | 70 634 217 851 
Pai $ 5245650 2.99 486 60 6 65 611 74 885 
a 2. 91 | 482 51 5 68 601 346 947 
desdsse 2. 87 | 482 47 5 58 587 550 1, 137 
ES a | 2, 83 | 484 39 4 63 586 403 989 
1958. . | 2. 83 | 492 71 5 66 629 443 1, 072 
1959 estimate - 2. 82 | 500 59 5 66 625 440 1, 065 


TasLe 3.—Growth of the wheat surplus problem—5-year averages, 1937-41 and 
1948-52 ; annually, 1953-59 


vi millions of bushels] 





Period | Beginning | Production | Imports Total utifi- Addition 
| carryover zation to stocks 
y 3B Dis 0% ” SRN realy 

e-4) _......-.- a Se 230. 1 | 858. 3 T 750. 5 109. 5 
1948-52... 2... bin SF caidnctphed 316.8 | 1,141.4 13.8 | 1, 073.3 81.9 
OE ee 650. 5 | 1,173.1 5.5 | 850. 6 328.0 
Wee. Oe idk cakes! 933.5 | 983.9 | 4.2 | 885. 4 102.7 
A at ee oe F 1, 036.2 | 934. 7 9.9 947.4 —2.8 
ee ee ae 1, 033. 4 1, 004.3 | 7.8 | 1, 136.7 —124.6 
Rrra 2tssiehaus 908. 8 | 950.7 | 10.9 | 989. 4 —27.8 
li atcuntheniduetantinmes 881.0 | 1, 461.7 | 7.8 | 1,071.9 397.6 
1959 S c 1, 278.6 | 1, 128.2 | ‘0 | 1, 065. 0 71.2 
1960 estims a RD Wed eicentebie ancients i seam tildes alee ee TE De 





Mr. Marsuatyi. Additional information with respect to what has 
been happening under the present wheat program is summarized in 
the attached identified as exhibit A. 

It is abundantly clear from a study of developments in recent years 
that our capacity to produce wheat, even with full application of all 
control measures set forth in the present law, is substantially greater 
than the volume that can be moved into domestic consumption and 
export under existing programs. 
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Our wheat stockpile has grown year by year with but a few excep- 
tions over the last decade despite the strictest controls permitted by the 
law over most of the period, and extraordinary efforts to export the 
problem through foreign currency sales, barter, direct subsidies, and 
outright gifts. 

In the 1958-59 marketing year, record yields resulted in the addi- 
tion of a staggering 398 million bushels to our wheat stockpile. The 
total supply of wheat on hand on July 1, 1959, was approximately 2.3 
times as great as 1958-59 domestic use and exports. Although pro- 
duction dropped 334 million bushels, or 23 percent, in 1959 as the 
result of reduced yields, we will still add over 50 million bushels to the 
surplus during the current marketing year. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation is being forced not only to 
carry the surplus, but also much of the reserve stocks that normally 
would be carried by the trade. As of January 31, 1960, the CCC’s 
investment in wheat amounted to $3,447 million on 1,418 million 
bushels—including wheat in inventory and under price support loans. 
Although wheat accounted for only 6.2 percent of total farm receipts 
from marketings in the 5 years 1954-58, it accounted for 37.3 percent 
of the CCC’s total investment in commodities as of the end of January 
31, 1960. 

The mounting surpluses and rising costs resulting from the present 
wheat program are a threat not only to the future well-being of wheat 
farmers, but also to the entire farm price support program. 

Action to solve the wheat problem must be taken at once. Further 
delay will only aggravate the problem from the farmers’ standpoint, 
increase the magnitude of adjustments that he will ultimately have to 
make, and meanwhile further dissipate farmer goodwill with the gen- 
eral public. Quick action will be necessary if legislation is to be en- 
acted in time to apply to the 1961 crop. 

The present law provides that the national wheat acreage allotment 
for the oncoming crop must be announced not later than May 15. 
Deadlines established by the existing program must not be permitted 
to result in postponing action on this urgent problem for another 
year. 

From a practical standpoint there are only about four things that 
can be done with wheat. It can be eaten, fed to livestock, or stored. 
It seems fairly clear that the American people are eating all the 
wheat they want. We have pushed exports about as far as we can 
without incurring the open enmity of other exporting nations whose 
friendship we value highly. We obviously cannot go on building 
bigger storage stocks indefinitely. The remaining alternative is to 
increase the use of wheat as livestock feed in a manner that will not 
lessen profit opportunities for producers of feed grains, soybeans, 
livestock, dairy, and poultry products. 


FARM BUREAU’S RECOMMENDATIONS 


Farm Bureau strongly recommends that new wheat legislation be 
developed at once to restore the wheat economy of this Nation to 
firm economic footing, and will use its full influence to assist the 
Congress in achieving this important goal. This legislation should 
make provision for these four major objectives: 
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(1) Expansion of wheat markets. 
(2) Reduction of artificial production incentives. 

3 3) Minimum economic hardships on growers. 

(4) Protection against shifting the burden of adjustment to pro- 
ducers of other farm commodities. 

The achievement of these objectives will require the enactment of 
four specific provisions, all of which are essential parts of the total 
solution. Specifically, we recommend legislation that will: 


(1) Eliminate all acreage allotments and marketing quotas, effective 
with the 1961 crop of wheat 

This would permit each wheatgrower to determine for himself 
the acreage of wheat on his farm which would make the most efficient 
use of his land, labor, and machinery. It-would leave the traditional 
wheatgrower free to produce wheat on whatever scale he feels will 
enable him to attain the lowest possible unit cost of production in- 
stead of attempting to grow alternative crops along with wheat, such 
as barley and milo, which in much of the wheat country, barely pay 
out-of-pocket costs. 

2) Base price supports for wheat 

Beginning with the 1961 crop—on the support level for corn, with 
upward adjustments to reflect differences in weight, nutritive value, 
and buyer preference. However, for the 1961 crop of wheat the price 
support should not be less than 120 percent of the price support for 
corn. 

The price support for corn under current legislation (the Agricul- 
tural Act of 1958) is set at (a) 90 percent of the national average 
price received by farmers for corn during the preceding 3 years, or 
(b) 65 percent of parity, whichever is higher. The 1959 ‘national 
average price support for corn is $1.12 per bushel, which is 90 percent 
of the average price received by farmers in 1956, 1957, and 1958. 
The prelimina iry figure for 1960 is $1.06, which is 65 per cent of parity. 

For most purposes, wheat is a more nutritive livestock feed than 
corn, when properly fed, and thus is considered to be worth slightly 
more than corn on a pound-for-pound basis. It is also heavier on a 
per-bushel basis. The market has normally reflected these differences 
as well as buyer preference for wheat by pricing wheat higher than 
corn on a bushel basis. 

The provision that the support price for the 1961 crop of wheat could 
not be less than 120 percent of the corn support price would result 
in a wheat price support of at least $1.27 per bushel if corn were 
supported at $1.06 per bushel. This provides assurance for the pro- 
ducers of corn and other feed grains that prices of such commodities 
will not be demoralized by the entry of additional wheat into the feed 
market. It also assures wheat producers of a 1961 support price 
somewhat above the feeding value of wheat 

This price support policy would: 

(a) Restore the pricing of wheat to supply-demand conditions as 
re lee ‘ted in the market place. (This does not necessarily mean that 
market prices of wheat and corn would fall into the exact relation- 
ship indieated by differences in feeding value. The relative market 

values of corn and wheat are affected by domestic and foreign demand 
for milling wheat which normally price wheat higher than corn, and 
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by the fact that a great deal of wheat is produced in areas where corn 
prices reflect substantial transportation costs. There is every reason 
to believe that good milling wheat would bring a substantial premium 
over its feed value. ) 

(6) Expand the use of wheat for livestock feed without creating 
unfair subsidized competition for the producers of corn and other 
feed grains. In the 20-year period, 1930-49, excluding the abnormal 

war years, 1940-44, market prices averaged almost 28 percent 2 
for wheat than for corn, and during this period an average of “Lb. 
percent of the total wheat production was fed to livestock. For the : 
marketing years, 1955-59, wheat market prices averaged 58 percent 
above corn prices and the quantity of wheat fed represented only 4.9 
percent of total wheat production. 

(c) Remove the incentive for further expansion of wheat in humid 
and irrigated areas where alternative crops can be grown successfully 
and where wheat yields have been far above the national average. It 
is highly probable that without a high price support incentive some 
reduction in acreage would occur in such areas over the next 2 to 8 
years—particularly in areas where production has expanded to take 
advantage of the 15-acre exemption. 

(d) Greatly reduce the incentive for producers to increase yields 
through the heavy use of fertilizer where moisture is available, and 
other ‘yield i increasing practices in high-cost wheat producing areas, 

(e) Permit growers in traditional wheat areas to return to produc- 
tion practices that offer possibilities of greater efficiency and thus 
lower production costs. 

(f) Provide a basis for greatly reducing the cost of maintaining 
wheat exports and thereby strengthen the basis for a continued U.S. 
participation in world wheat markets. 

(qg) Reduce the basis for criticism of U.S. export policies by other 
areas which compete with the United States for world wheat 
markets. 


(2) Provide adequate protection for all farmers from the competition 
of Commodity Credit Corporation sales from accumulated wheat 
stocks 


The CCC now has over 1.4 billion bushels of wheat in inventory and 
under loan. The proposed protection would be made effective by pro- 
viding that no wheat could be sold for domestic use by CCC at less 
than 150 percent of the effective support price, plus reasonable carry- 
ing charges. 

For example, if the support price for wheat should prove to be 
$1.27 the first year under the new program, the unrestricted CCC re- 
lease price would be about $1.91 plus carrying charges. 

Future foreign sales of wheat from CCC stocks under Public Law 
480 (the Agricultural Trade Development Act) would be rstricted to 
the average of such sales in 1957, 1958, and 1959 when a substantial 

ortion of such sales came out of current marketings. There would 
9 no limit on foreign donations of CCC-owned wheat for famine 
and disaster relief. Several years would be required to dispose of cur- 
rent CCC stocks in this manner. Most importantly, however, do- 
mestic prices would be free to rise with market demand, unhampered 
by competition from surplus Government stocks. 
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(4) Cushion the effects on wheat producers and on producers of all 
feeds resulting from the lower support level and elimination of 
production controls by a substantial expansion of the soil bank 
conservation reserve program 

As a general policy, we recommend the extension of USDA’s au- 
thority to enter into new conservation reserve contracts for 3 years— 
through 1963—with a modest expansion in appropriations for this 
period. This recommendations would expand the conservation re- 
serve at a rate of around 5 million acres per year to a total of 43 
million acres in 1963. 

In addition, as an integral part of the legislation we are proposing 
for wheat, we favor a provision to raise the total amount of land in 
the conservation reserve from the 43 million acres proposed above to 
60 million acres at the end of 3 years. At least half of this proposed 
additional authorization of 17 million acres should be signed up the 
first year to cushion the adjustment to the proposed new wheat pro- 

am. 

The net effect of these recommendations on the size of the conserva- 
tion reserve program would be about as follows: 


[In millions] 








Proposed Additional | Total acres 
Year acres in reg- | acres under in reserve 
| ular program} wheat bill 
ee a snhardd sueddmndaauamiiaieenetae | 28 | OFAN LED 28 
Pt ids cabbubabhsdcvubuplcioscetuncssebcbsssusdbebdebnbasebill 33 9 42 
I al cl it halt ces cece 38 13 51 
MNEs. Lusk, ccotabiccccw ues skecruestidecutiuastaeacen 43 17 
' 





This expansion of the conservation reserve would cushion the ad- 
justments faced by two types of wheatgrower: (a) The grower who 
is farming “marginal” land in traditional wheat areas, and (6) the 
grower who has become a wheat producer under the 15-acre exemp- 
tion and who may choose not to grow wheat under the new program. 

Each of these four parts of the Farm Bureau program is essential 
to the others. We cannot support the elimination of acreage and 
marketing controls without an adjustment in the level of support. 
The level of support cannot be reduced without protection to grow- 
ers from competitive sales of Government-held surplus wheat. A 
substantial expansion of the soil bank conservation reserve is de- 
pendent upon—and justified by—adoption of the other sections of the 
wheat program. 

Draft bills to carry out the above recommendations are attached 
as exhibits Band C. H.R. 10666 (Hagen, Democrat) and H.R. 10774 
(Thomson, Republican) carry out our recommendations with respect 
to wheat legislation, including the expanded conservation reserve 
program which is an integral part of our wheat proposal. 

Farm Bureau cannot accept any program which would have the 
effect of dumping wheat into the domestic feed market on a sub- 
sidized basis. This is the principal effect of the revised certificate 
plan that has been presented to the committee. 

We have attached as exhibit D a very brief analysis of some of the 
more glaring deficiencies in the revised certificate plan for wheat as 
presented to this committee yesterday and the day before. Even 
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from this hasty analysis, it is quite obvious that this proposal would 
not solve the problem, but instead would add further to the difficulties 
of all farmers, including wheat growers. 

Exhibit D is the one that deals with the just mentioned situation, 
and I would like to present it. 

First, I would like to mention one thing that I think needs to be 
included that has not been included by those who have appeared be- 
fore, and that is, penalty wheat. There is a considerable amount of 
penalty wheat in "stor age on the farms, and this is one of the problems 
that would have to be faced under this situation on wheat. We will 
want to make some recommendations to the committee pertaining to 
this, which we do not have in the prior statement. 

Our exhibit D is a brief analysis referred to in the closing pages 
of our statement which we would like, also, to present. 

Since receiving a copy of the revised wheat certificate plan in the 
form recently submitted to this committee, we have sought to analyze 
its implications. This is a highly complicated proposal; however, 
we will enumerate and discuss “briefly some of its most glaring im- 
plications. If the committee should wish, we will present a more de- 
tailed analysis later. 

As we understand the principal provisions of the latest version of 
this proposal, it would: 

(1) Provide for the establishment of bushelage quota for “primary- 
use” wheat equal to the quantity of wheat required for the domestic 
food supply and for export. 

The adjusted “primary-use” quota would be apportioned among 
eligible producers in a manner similar to that now used for distribu- 
tion of acreage allotments, except that some sort of special treatment 
apparently is to be provided for growers with allotments of less than 
15 acres. 

The “primary-use” quota presumably would be reduced by 150 
million bushels annually as long as the Central Government has wheat 
in CCC—in order to provide for controlled release of CCC stocks. 
Provision is made for marketing certificates to be issued to “quota” 
farmers for their respective allotted share of the “primary-use” 
quota. Apparently, farmers who grow wheat would be required to 
retire 10 percent of their respective ‘base acre: uge without conservation 
reserve rental payments. 

As funds are available for compensation in connection with a land 
retirement program, such wheatgrowers would be required to place 
an additional 10 percent of their base acreage in the conservation 
reserve with provision for Government payments. 

(2) Prevent the sale of CCC wheat at less than 100 percent of the 
parity price. 

(3) Prohibit the processing or export of any wheat not covered 
by marketing certificates. 

(4) Authorize unlimited production of nonquota wheat for feed 
and other purposes. 


EFFECT OF REVISED CERTIFICATE PROPOSAL 


In our opinion, the revised certificate proposal would have at least 
the following serious effects on wheatgrowers, agriculture as a whole, 
and the public in general. 


It would: 
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(1) Seriously jeopardize income opportunities of traditional wheat- 
growers 
It would do this by substantially ae the quantity of wheat 
sold for both domestic food and export. 
In order to get this point in focus, let us examine the impact that 
such a proposal would have on wheatgrowers—using actual statistics 
of the last 5 years, 1954-58, as the basis of evaluation. 


Bushels 
Wheat used. for Gomectic 1904... ndnnnsiedicndddedbabedeaeen 485, 216, 600 
Think? OFTEE DAT GOUAIE ducked nacecarmmaeentanenmeeenite aaeetee 136, 835, 400 
fotei primary-tiee whett. scene obi silae 622, 052, 000 
Primary-use wheat needs less 150 million bushels from CCC 
(DUGRCEB ) sce emcee wan dtidimbiccpciahba debbie telelulaeaene 472, 052, 000 
National average yield per acre, 1954-58 (bushels) ---------------_ 21.5 
72.5 02,000 4 ‘ ates 
Thus = ee OCTORRS FOGRITOR CAGIU mawcccciecccnccamacann 21, 955, 907 
Mabon of wheat allGiments: <n cnccunwesneduasandstaestadtad 71, 815, 602 
Average acreage per grower under this plan for “primary-use”’ wheat, ; 
BT DOG SOUT kOe . COROT i icsivestbctnaiiss se Deeg onbncke eaidinlemaceieeieeaans 32.3 
Average acreage allotment under present programs (acres) --.._._____ 30. 3 


1We have used the dollar export figure in our analysis rather than total exports, 
inasmuch as it would appear to be unrealistic to assume as permanent and dependable 
markets the exports made under special surplus disposal programs. We do not assume 
th: at we will forever have the surplus situation which provides the basis for such programs. 

2The number of allotments in 1958, the latest year for which data are officially avail- 
able. This figure does not include the 15- and 30-acre quota exempt growers who have no 
allotments. 


Thus adoption of this proposal would mean an immediate cut of 60 
percent below current marketing quotas for producers of so-called 
primary-use wheat. Further cuts could be expected as markets for 

“primary-use” wheat decline. The rate of this decline is indeter- 
minate at this time; however, a shrinking of domestic food and export 
markets for wheat would be inevitable if “certificate wheat” prices are 
forced to twice or three times the respective prices of corn, oats, barley, 
rye, and grain sorghums—all of which are potential substitutes for 
wheat, given time for science to deve ‘lop the various processes needed. 

We should like to call your particular attention to the very real 
question as to our chances of retaining current dollar export markets 
under the conditions that would be created by the enactment of this 
proposal. 

Under the present support rate of $1.77, the export subsidy on wheat 
ranges from 52 to 74 cents per bushel depending on class, port, and 
destination. The rate on Hard Red Winter, our largest class and 
the one in most serious surplus difliculty, is 61-64 cents through May 
31, 1960, If the procurement price to exporters were forced up to 
$2.37 per bushel, parity as of February 15, 1960, as proposed by this 
plan, the subsidy rate would have to be increased 60 cents above the 
level now prev: ailing—i.e., to a total of $1.21-$1.25 per bushel. 

Thus, it is a yparent that if this program were adopted one of two 
things would Saaoen. Hither the public cost of maintaining our 


dollar export market for wheat would rise to fantastic levels, or com- 
petition would force us to lose a large part of our current wheat ex- 
port business. 
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(2) Subsidize “quota” wheatgrowers in competition with feed grain 
growers 

This can be very simply illustrated by using an example of a west- 
ern Kansas or western Nebraska wheatgrower on a section—640 
acres—of tillable land, cropped on a fallow basis. 

Let us assume that: 

(1) He plants 320 acres annually under this proposal. 

(2) Hecurrently has an allotment of 210 acres. 

(3) His normal yield is 20 bushels. 

(4) His new “primary-use” quota would be 1,680 bushels—output 
from 84 acres, estimated from 60 percent reduction mentioned earlier. 

(5) Wheat parity is $2.37 and the artificially depressed market 
price under conditions which this program would create is $1 per 
bushel. 

Thus the figures on his operation at the end of a normal year would 


be: 


1,680 bushels at $2.37______- Ceo eee ee cenaensinatnmnieaiddiiade daetentken $3, 982 

I a ake ane an 
Total, 6,400 bushels____..__--_~- fii i cea aditiledainieieatalibaeaieatimedinetied 8, 702 

6,400 _ oe, 26 ay . valet 26 

—__. == $1.36 average price per bushel or a subsidy of 36 cents per bushel 


8,702 
($1.36—$1). 

This is the regular market. 

To the producer of corn and other feed grains, this is subsidized 
competition with a vengeance. This would permit wheatgrowers to 
drag down the price of feed grains and play havoc with the feed- 
animal price ratios which largely determine produc ‘tion and prices of 
livestock, dairy, and poultry. This is economic “dumping” of the 
worst kind. It is unthinkable that the Congress would so badly hurt 
all nonwheat growers by enacting a proposal which doesn’t even 
serve the best long-term interests of the wheat producers themselves. 


(3) Ne eks to le gislatin ly allocate markets for “nrimary-use” wheat 
irrespective of wheat quality, efficiency of production, or market 
de mand 

(1) The proposal provides that all the growers with base history 
would share proportionally in the “primary-use” quota, except that 
those with less than a 15-acre base would be adjusted upwe ard in a 
manner = completely clear to us. This sort of “dividing-up” proc- 
ess would permanently deprive wheatgrowers in traditional wheat 
areas, where crop alternatives are limited or nonexistent, of their 
historical participation in the quality wheat market. At the same 
time it would assure the continuation of production in areas where 
other crops might be grown more efficiently and profitably if com- 
petition were permitted to operate. 

(2) The status of the 15-acre farmers under this proposal is not 
clear, but it can be reasonably assumed that Members of the Congress 
representing these areas would be sure that these farmers, too, would 
share in whatever $2.37-wheat production “coupons” the Congress 
might authorize. 

(3) Irrespective of the mechanics for distributing the certificates, 
it is obvious that any plan designed to try to keep all present. wheat- 
growers in the business of growing wheat in all areas of the country, 
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regardless of their unit production costs, would greatly reduce both 
the efliciency of wheat production and the quality of product avail- 
able to wheat processors, exporters, and consumers. 


(4) Would require an incredibly complicated and rigidly controlled 
“primary use” wheat marketing system 


(1) With more than half the wheat produced having no “certifi- 
cate,” the difficulties of administering and policing a program of this 
kind are almost beyond comprehension, 

(2) A tremendous police force would be required to insure that 
wheat food processors do not succumb to the urge to substitute non- 
certificated wheat of equal or better quality for “quota” wheat with 
as great a monetary incentive as this program would create. 

(3) It would appear to be almost impossible for a food inspector 
to determine from the finished product—especially where the formula 
used is a protected trade secret—whether or not all the wheat used in 
making a product is “certificate wheat.” 

(5) Threaten our relations with friendly nations 

All of American agriculture, and in fact all Americans, are inter- 
ested in avoiding programs which threaten international relations. 
All farmers have an interest in avoiding the adoption of any program 
which invites retaliation by our friends abroad. 

U.S. agricultural producers also have a real interest in avoiding the 
establishment of precedents with respect to our exports that would 
increase the possibility of our having to accept imports of subsidized 
farm products from other nations. ‘All farmers have a vital stake in 
promoting a high level of mutually advantageous international 
trade. 

As was pointed out earlier, if this program were put into effect at 
the present time, the export subsidy on our Hard Red Winter wheat 
should be doubled—from 61 cents to 64 cents currently up to $1.21 
to $1.24 per bushel under the proposed “certificate plan.” Members 
of this committee can well imagine the reaction of other wheat ex- 
porting countries to a situation of this kind and the retaliatory action 
that would be invited by it. . 


ASSUMPTIONS AND STATISTICAL CALCULATIONS 


Although we haven’t had an opportunity in the last day and a half 
to analyze fully the data and the assumptions on which the statistical 
calculations made by the proponents of this legislation are based— 
and in fact, the statistical calculations themselves—we seriously ques- 
tion their validity. 

Let us take one example only for illustrative purposes. The analy- 
sis indicated that 24,700,000 acres of the wheat base has been shifted 
to feed under the present program. USDA statistics show that the 
total 1959 acreage of the four principal feed grains—corn, oats, sor- 
ghum grains, and barley—was only 10,784,000 acres greater than in 
1953, the year before wheat allotments were reinstated. Further, a 
substantial portion of this acreage is known to have come from acre- 
age forced out of cotton by the cotton allotment program. 

We, of course, will continue to analyze this proposal for the pur- 
pose of determining its implications to wheatgrowers, other farmers, 
and the American public. 
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That completes our statement, Mr. Chairman, and I would request 
that exhibits A, B, and C attached thereto be made a part of the record 
at this point. 


The CuatrMan (presiding). Without objection, that will be done. 
(Exhibits A, B, and C follow :) 


EXHIBIT A 
BACKGROUND STATEMENT ON RECENT TRENDS IN THE WHEAT SITUATION 


Since basic elements of our present wheat program were adopted in the years 
immediately prior to Pearl Harbor, it may be useful to compare various aspects 
of the current wheat situation with conditions that existed in 1937-41. The 
following charts are designed to do this. 


CuHartT I.—Wheat yields per harvested acre 


{Bushels per harvested acre] 


Crop Years 

1937-41 ave. 
1950 
i951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
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In 1958 acre yields were almost double the 1987-41 level. Although yields 
were down in 1959, we cannot assume that they will remain at the 1959 level. 
Improved varieties, better farming practices, increased fertilizer, irrigation, and 
increased interest in the production of wheat in humid areas have contributed 
to the upward trend in yields, but the stimulus has come from the fact that it has 
been profitable to grow wheat. 

National acreage statistics on the trend in wheat yields obscure the damage 
that is being done to the position of wheatgrowers in the vast semiarid regions 
with limited alternatives. The upward trend in yields is not uniform. The 
trend has been dramatically upward in the Pacific Northwest, and in the Corn 
Belt States, while on the average, yields have remained almost constant in the 
Great P!ains. 

In the Pacific Northwest the average yield per seeded acre was 19.3 bushels 
in 1923-32, 25 bushels in 1941-50 and 29.2 bushels in 1952-28. 

In the Corn Belt the average was 16.7 bushels in 1923-82, 19.6 bushels in 
1941-50, and 26.3 bushels in 1952-58. 

In the Great Plains the average was 11.2 bushels in 1923-32, 14.2 bushels in 
1941-50 and 14.2 bushels in 1952-5s. 

Any businessman can understand—and farmers are businessmen—what these 
divergent trends are doing to the relative costs of producing wheat in different 
areas and the ability of the Great Plains to compete. Whereas the Great Plains 
could once produce wheat for about half what it cost in other areas, this eco- 
nomic advantage is now being rapidly eliminated. 

Technological developments indicate that the divergent trends in yields will 
continue if the present artificial incentives to the expansion of wheat production 
are continued. 

Although unusually favorable weather conditions contributed to the record 
1958 vield of 27.4 bushels per harvested acre, per acre yields were well above 
the 1937-41 average even in severe drought years of 1954—56. 








WHEAT 139 


In the 7 years (1952-58) we harvested over 2 billion bushels of wheat more 
than we would have harvested from the same acreage if yields had remained 
constant at the 1937-41 level. Although it has been known for several years 
that per acre yields were increasing, the Congress has not seen fit to revise 
the wheat program to take account of this fact. 

New varieties now being developed foreshadow even greater yields. For 
example, the Department of Agriculture recently announced a new hybrid soft 
white wheat that has consistently yielded more than 100 bushels per acre 
without fertilizer in tests in the Palouse region of eastern Washington. With 
fertilizer this new variety has yielded 136 bushels per acre. 

Cuart Il.—Wheat production 


[Millions of bushels] 
Crop Years 


1937-41 ave. 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 

95 


95 


we 
co 


~ 
a) 





500 1000 1,500 


Production fell off when marketing quotas were revived in 1954. It fell again 
in 1957 when 12.8 million acres were in the acreage reserve, but in 1958 produc- 
tion reached a new alltime high despite quotas and the acreage reserve. Now 
that the acreage reserve has expired, the entire national allotment of 55 million 
acres is again available for wheat production. 


Crart III.—Wheat consumption: Domestic use and exports 
{Millions of bushels] 
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As a result of special export programs, the United States has been able to 
supply a sizable percentage of the total international trade in wheat in recent 
years at the risk of damaging relations with other wheat exporting countries, 

Domestic per capita consumption of wheat as human food shows a long-time 
downward trend; price supports have sharply restricted the use of wheat as 
livestock feed; and acreage restrictions have reduced the need for seed wheat. 

Our ability to expand exports further is limited by the competition of other 
exporters, and the fact that many countries are following policies that stimulate 
wheat production. 

The entire world trade in wheat amounted to only 1,259 million bushels in 
1958-59. The United States supplied 443 million bushels, or 35.2 percent of 
this total. In order to have exported that part of our 1958 harvest that was 
surplus to domestic needs, it would have been necessary for us to export ata 
rate equal to 66 percent of the entire international trade in wheat. Such an 
achievement appears impractical in view of the heavy dependence of other 
countries, such as Canada, Australia, and Argentina on wheat exports. Even 
though we should continue efforts to expand wheat sales abroad, it is obvious 
that there is little possibility of solving the present wheat problem in the near 
future by expanding exports. 


Cuart 1V.—Wheat carryovers, years beginning July 1 


[Millions of bushels] 


1937-41 ave. 





DR ictienieneel l 1 i i l a aa aa 
200 400 600 80C 1000 1200 #1400 


Annual earryovers of old crop wheat have been burdensome for several years. 
In the 1956-57 and 1957-58 marketing years with the temporary retirement of 
land under the acreage reserve, poor crops in some other countries, and extra- 
ordinary aids to exports, we made a little progress in reducing the carryover. 
But with exports down from the 1956-57 high and with a record 1958 crop, our 
carryover was increased more than 45 percent in a single year (from 881 million 
bushels on July 1, 1958 to 1,279 million on July 1, 1959). Although production 
fell 334 million bushels from 1958S to 1959 as result of reduced yields, the carry- 
over is being increased approximately 100 million bushels in the 1959-60 mar- 
keting year. Still further increases in the carryover are in prospect for the 
years ahead if present programs are continued without major changes. 
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Cnart V.—LHstimated production of 55 million harvested acres of wheat at 
selected yields 


{Millions of bushels] 


At 1937-41 avg. yield of 
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19.2 bu. per harv. acre 


At 1958 avg. yield of 
27.4 bue per harv. acre 


At 1959 aves yield or 
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At 1937-41 average yields, 55 million harvested acres of wheat would produce 
798 million bushels. This was not greatly out of line with the average 1937-41 
disappearance of 751 million bushels. When adopted in 1939, however, the 55- 
million-acre minimum national allotment was on a planted-acre basis. Today 
the 55-million-acre minimum is on a harvested-acre basis, and yields have risen 
far faster than our ability to get rid of wheat. Consequently, at today’s yields 
55 million acres can produce far more wheat than we have thus far been able 
to move into domestic consumption and exports under present programs includ- 
ing a wide variety of export subsidies. 


ExuHisit B 
{H R. ————,, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


4 BILL To help restore the balance between the production of and the market demand for 
wheat, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Congress hereby finds the present 
agricultural program to be inadequate to meet the present problems of wheat- 
growers. Surpluses are continuing to mount despite the subsidized disposal 
of huge quantities of wheat abroad and the application over the past several 
vears of the strictest production controls permitted by law; at*the same time, 
markets for wheat are diminishing; domestic food use of wheat per capita has 
declined to the lowest level in recorded history; the market for wheat as live- 
stock feed has been greatly reduced as the price differentials between wheat 
and other feed grains have widened. There is an urgent need to achieve a 
balance between the production of wheat and our ability to move wheat into 
domestic consumption and export. The alternatives are to reduce drastically 
the acreage of wheat, which would have serious consequences for traditional 
wheat areas, or to provide greater opportunity for market prices to guide the 
production and consumption of wheat. In order to solve the existing surplus 
problem without further impairing the right of traditional wheat areas to 
grow wheat, it is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress and the purpose 
of this Act to encourage the expansion of markets for wheat, reduce unrealistic 
production incentives, minimize the economic hardship of wheatgrowers, and 
avoid shifting the burden of making the necessary adjustments to the producers 
of other commodities. 

Sec. 2. The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is hereby further 
amended by adding at the end of part III thereof the following new section: 

“Sec. 399. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, acreage allotments 
and marketing quotas shall not be established for the 1961 and subsequent crops 
of wheat.” 
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Sec. 3. Title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is hereby further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sect'on: 

“Sec. 106. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the level of price 
support for the 1961 and subsequent crops of wheat shall be based on the support 
level for corn for the same crop year, with reasonable adjustments, as determined 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, for differences in weight, nutritive value, and 
buyer preference, with the objective of restoring the pricing of wheat to market 
conditions as rapidly as possible; provided that the level of price support for 
wheat of the 1961 crop shall not be less than 120 per centum of the level of 
price support for corn of the 1961 crop.” 

Sec. 4. Section 407 of title IV of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is 
hereby further amended by adding the following at the end thereof: 

“Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Secretary of Agriculture shall institute 
adequate measures to protect producers of wheat and feed grains from competi- 
tive sales of wheat owned or acquired by Commodity Credit Corporation, which 
measures shall include the following: (1) Effective July 1, 1961, and continuing 
in subsequent years or until Commodity Credit Corporation stocks have reached 
‘formal’ as defined by law, the Corporation shail not make any net sales of 
wheat from stocks for domestic use at less than 150 per centum of the then 
current support price for wheat, plus reasonable carrying charges: (2) annual 
sales of wheat from Commodity Credit Corporation stocks under the provisions 
of Public Law 480, Eighty-third Congress, as amended, or similar export pro- 
grams in the 1961 and subequent marketing years shall not exceed the average 
level of such sales in the marketing years 1957, 1958, and 1959; (8) Commodity 
Credit Corporation stocks may be used for donations to friendly nations and 
to friendly people who are found by the President upon recommendation of 
the Secretary of Agriculture to be in urgent need of such wheat and unable to 
pay a substantial portion of its value.” 

Sec. 5. Section 108 of the Soil Bank Act is hereby amended by adding a new 
paragraph (d) as follows: 

“(d) In addition to the acreage that might be placed in the conservation re- 
serve pursuant to the above provisions, the Secretary is hereby authorized to 
enter into additional contracts with producers under subtitle B of the Soil 
Bank Act so that in the three-year period 1961-63 the amount of land in the 
conservation reserve would be 60,000,000 acres by the end of the year 1963, 
with the greatest emphasis on getting additional acreages contracted under the 
first year of this additional authorization.” 


Exuipit C 
{s. ————,, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To amend the Soil Bank Act, as = and the Agricultural Act of 1956, as 
amende 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 107 of the Soil Bank Act, as 
amended, is hereby further amended by adding at the end thereof a new sub- 
section (e) as follows: 

“(e) As a temporary measure to help farmers in adjusting production to cur- 
rent needs, the Secretary of Agriculture should, to the extent practicable, develop 
and carry out a properly designed and administered conservation reserve pro- 
gram which (1) retires land that otherwise would be devoted to crops, (2) keeps 
land out of production for a long term of years, (3) prohibits harvesting or 
graz'ng of land under the program, (4) encourages farmers to put entire farms 
in the reserve, and (5) secures sufficient participation to reduce production sub- 
stantially, bringing total agricultural production into balance with domestic 
and foreign demand. The Secretary of Agriculture should also take effective 
measures to prevent the shifting of acreage allotments to new land where part 
or all of a farm is placed in the conservation reserve.” 

Sec. 2. Sections 109(a) and 109(c) of the Soil Bank Act are hereby amended 
to read as follows: 

“(a) The Secretary is authorized to formulate and announce programs under 
this subtitle B and to enter into contracts thereunder with producers during the 
eight-year period 1956-63 to be carried out during the period ending not 
later than December 31, 1972, except that contracts for the establishment cf 


—— 


tree cover may continue until December 31, 1977. 
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“(¢) In carrying out the conservation reserve, the Secretary shall not enter 
into contracts with producers which would require payments to producers, in- 
cluding the cost of administration, in excess of $400,000,000 for 1961, $465,000,000 
in 1962, and $530,000,000 in 1963.” * 

Sec. 3. Section 111 of the Soil Bank Act is hereby amended by adding thereto 
a new paragraph (c) as follows: 

“(ce) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, any appropriation for the 
agricultural conservation payments program made for the duration of the 
soil bank as provided for in this Act (1961-62-63) shall be distributed to the 
States on the basis of the average percentage distribution prevailing in the 
program years 1958, 1959, and 1960; provided that within each State, the State 
agricultural stabilization and conservation committee shall be required to use the 
State allotment for agricultural conservation program payments to meet obliga- 
tions for practice payments in connection with the conservation reserve pro- 
gram before approving any payments for practices on land that is not in the 
soil bank.” 

Sec. 4. Section 211 of the Agricultural Act of 1956, is hereby amended by strik- 
ing out “three years” wherever it appears therein and substituting “six years”. 

The Cuarmman. We thank you very much for your well prepared 
and well presented statement, Mr. Marshall, and we thank you and 
your organization for the work that you have done on this problem 
that we now have under consideration. 

I want to say not only have you presented a well prepared statement 
but other witnesses who have preceded you have indicated that the 
have given this matter very serious thought and consideration. We 
appreciate your being here with us this morning. 

Mr. MarsHatu. I would like to introduce my colleagues, if I may. 

The CHarrMan, Yes. 

Mr. Marsnatu. First, Mr. E. Howard Hill, who is president of the 
Iowa Farm Bureau, and a member of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation board; and Mr. W. I. Bone, who is president of the Kansas 
Farm Bureau and a member of the American Farm Bureau Federation 
board of directors. They will have comments as we go along. 

The CuHatrmMan. You have another distingiushed colleague, Mr. 
Jack Lynn. 

Mr. Marsnatu. Yes, Mr. Jack Lynn of our legislative staff, and also 
Mr. Warren E. Collins of the research department, from Chicago. 

The Cuamrman. We are very glad to have all of your gentlemen 
with us. 

Who did you say was going to follow you in making a statement? 

Mr. Marsuatu. This is the statement. This is the total statement. 

The Cuarman. All right. 

Are there any questions? Mr. Hoeven. 

Mr. Horven. Mr. Chairman, first of all I want to say that I am 
very happy that our good friend, Howard Hill, who is president of 
the Iowa Farm Bureau and also a member of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation’s board of directors, is with us today. 

Mr. Hill, in analyzing your statement I am impressed with the fol- 
lowing statement: “It can be eaten, exported, fed to livestock or 
stored.” 

And then you say: 


We have pushed exports about as far as we can without incurring the open 
enmity of other exporting nations whose friendship we value highly. 


*ExpLanatory Nore: Farm Bureau also has proposed a wheat bill which, 
among other things, provides for an expanded conservation reserve up to a total 
of 60 million acres—17 million acres more than authorized by this bill. 
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Later on in the statement you recommend: “Expansion of wheat 
markets.” 

Is that not a bit inconsistent? What did you have in mind? 

Mr. Huw. Part of this package is an expanded conservation re- 
serve program. We hope that that will take up some of the produc- 
tion. 

Mr. Hoeven. You further say: 

The remaining alternative is to increase the use of wheat as livestock feed in 
a manner that will not lessen profit opportunities for producers of feed grains, 
soybeans, livestock, dairy and poultry products. 

Being from a leading corn-producing State in the Union, I wish you 
would give us a frank analysis of how these wheat. bills that have 
been presented up to this time would affect the Corn Belt and just how 
your proposal would tend to better the situation. 

Mr. Hix. Of course, in studying this for the last 36 hours, that is, 
the other proposal that was made, it does seem to me that it would 
result in two prices, definitely; one of $2.37 a bushel, and the other 
might be as low as 90 cents a bushel. 

I think it would certainly be $1 a bushel. And with a blend price 
like that, coming up at $1.37 or $1.40, it would mean that we would 
have some real competition in the corn area—yes, some real competi- 
tion—from this lower priced wheat. 

Mr. Hoeven. It would result in dumping the wheat—— 

Mr. Hux. That is right. 

Mr. Hoeven (continuing). Into the corn feed grain area 

Mr. Hirt. I do not think that the corn and other feed g ‘ain people 
have ever questioned the right of wheat to compete or to be sold as 
feed, as long as it was not subsidized. 

And then you will notice, too, that there is a provision in Farm 
Bureau’s proposal that the price shall be not less than 120 percent of 
the corn price the first year of the program. That is another pro- 
tection. 

But, as you say, being from the corn and livestock area, and that 
being our economy in the State that you and I are from, I am for 
solving this mess that we are in, in wheat. We are interested in that, 
as citizens and as farmers, but I am definitely not for dumping this 
surplus wheat on the backs of the livestock men or the corn producers 
or the feed grain producers on a subsidized basis. 

Mr. Hoeven. I made the assertion yesterday that, due to the fact 
that we in Iowa produce very little wheat, that if this cheap wheat 
were dumped on the market in the Corn Belt at the lower price that 
you have indicated, the corn farmer might feed cheap wheat but at 
the same time he would continue to produce corn and soybeans as we 
have heretofore, which corn and soybeans and other commodities 
would likely go into Commodity Credit Corporation bins, to a large 
extent. It would not eliminate the cost of storage or remedy the corn 
surplus situation at all. 

Do you concur in that analysis? 

Mr. Hitx. I expect that would happen. I imagine that there would 
be some substitutions. 

Mr. Hoeven. That is a matter which should be given very careful 
consideration. 

Mr. Hitz. That is right. 








WHEAT 145 


Another feature of the Farm Bureau proposal that Mr. Marshall 
outlined is restricting the sale of the wheat stocks, that are now in 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, and using them only for give- 
away abroad programs, or for relief, and for use under Public Law 
480, 

The CHarrman. Under the plans that have been presented to us 
150 million bushels will come out of Commodity Credit Corporation 
stocks each year and be sold on the market as certified wheat. In 
that way you would be reducing the surplus. How do you propose 
to further reduce the surplus, and how do you propose to control the 
sale of wheat ? 

Mr. Marswatu. The surplus, or the Commodity Credit Corporation 
wheat? We recommend that none of the CCC stocks of wheat be re- 
leased on the domestic market at less than 150 percent of the then 
current price support. We would use CCC stocks of wheat for pro- 
grams under the Mutual Security Program and for Public Law 480 
up to the average exports, under this law of 1957, 1958, and 1959. 

We feel that our proposal will eliminate wheat going into the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, and this will eliminate it in a period 
of years. It would not be done all at once. 

The CHatrMan. As it has been presented to us, the plans provide 
that the Commodity Credit Corporation wheat alone would be sold 
at vit ohne of parity, in lieu of the 90 percent of parity for the 
price of wheat, as you have it; is that not right ? 

Mr. MarsHatu. No; our recommendation for the sale of Commodity 
Credit Corporation stocks is 150 percent of the then current price 
support. It isa different way of saying it. 

The CHarrmMan. 150 percent of what? 

Mr. Marsnaryi. Of the then current price support which figures 
about $1.91, when applied to the 1961 crop. 

The CuarrmMan. What percent of parity would that be? 

Mr. Marswatu. It would be approximately 80, in that neighbor- 
hood. We have not figured it out. 

The Cuarrnan. Is it not possible to compromise somewhere be- 
tween 100 percent of parity and 80 percent of parity in the sale of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation wheat; is that not an area in 
which we might compromise ? 

Mr. Lynn. May I try to clear this up? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Lynn. The revised certificate plan as was presented, as we un- 
derstand it, takes 150 million tons out of the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration stocks and makes it primary-use wheat for the domestic and 
export markets. 

The CuarrmMan. You mean 150 million bushels, instead of tons. 

Mr. Lynn. Excuse me; yes, sir. I intended to say bushels. Our 
proposal would not allow any of the Commodity Credit Corporation 
wheat to come on the domestic market at less than 150 percent of the 
then current price support, which in our calculation and estimate 
would be about $1.91 per bushel. 

And how do wet get rid of Commodity Credit Corporation wheat? 
We get. rid of it through continued sales under Public Law 480 and 
through the special export programs, under the mutual security pro- 
gram, which is estimated to be currently about 220 to 240 million 
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bushels of wheat per year. This is the way that we would dispose 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation stocks. 

This compares with the other proposal which releases 150 million 
bushels of this on the primary-use market, so-called. 

The CuAarrman. Why do you complicate the situation by suggest- 
ing 150 percent of the present price support—why do you not face up 
to it and say 100 percent of parity? You say 80 or 85 percent. 

Mr. Lynn. Very simply this, Mr. Cooley; we relate the price sup- 
port of wheat to the price support of corn. Our proposal for the 
price support of corn is based on the percentage of the market price, 

The Carman. You could still do that in this by saying 100 per. 
cent of parity. You come out with 150 percent of the price support. 
That just complicates matters. 

Mr. Lynn. Not for us. 

The Cuarrman. You are getting entirely away from the concept of 
parity. That is just why you do not want to use that word. I do 
not see anything objectionable about using that word. 

Mr. Lynn. We do not, either. 

The Cuatrman. It is difficult for me to understand your doing it 
that way. One thing is clear, that the Grange and the other organ- 
izations intend to provide that the Commodity Credit Corporation 
release it only at 100 percent of parity. And you want to move it 
at 90 or 85 percent. 

Mr. Lynn. This is not their proposal. Their proposal is to allocate 
150 million bushels of this wheat annually onto the domestic and 
export market. 

The Cuarrman. And at 100 percent of parity. 

Mr. Lynn. No,sir. Notas we understand their proposal. 

The Cuarrman. We had that out yesterday. 

Mr. Lynn. All we know is what we have read in their statements. 

The CuatrMan. We had Mr. Newsom here yesterday, and we had 
the other gentlemen here the day before. That is, certainly, the 
impression they left on me, because I remember saying to them that 
if the Secretary makes a logical and accurate estimate of the export 
needs, then we must come right out at 100 percent of parity. That 
is the goal that that proposed legislation seeks to accomplish. 

If we are in that situation it seems to me that the farm organiza- 
tions represented by you gentlemen and the other gentlemen should 
be willing to compose your differences. 

We should face up to the real problem that we have to do something. 
You know and I know that we are not going to do anything if you 
take one position, and another farm organization takes another posi- 
tion, and the administration takes another position. 

If that happens, we might just as well adjourn this meeting sine die 
and never come back here. 

I am trying to compose differences here, and bring out a wheat bill 
that will do the things that need to be done. 

We have had presented the certificate plan figure of 75 percent of 
parity of supports. 

I thought that maybe you all would propose putting in, in lieu of 
that, your average of 95 percent of the price for the last 3 years. 

Let us not take an arbitrary position in this and refuse to budge 
from that. That is one thing that we have got to settle. 
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The next thing we have to do is satisfy the Grange people from 
the corn areas and these others that this wheat crop will not be 
dumped on the market in competition with their commodities and 
demoralize their prices. 

This will not happen under the certificate program. You think it 
will happen. 

Just why do you think it will, and what facts and figures do you 
have to substantiate that belief ¢ 

Mr. Lynn. I am sorry I got into this, because you can hear me any 
time. These are the real experts (pointing to Mr. Marshall, Mr. 
Boone, and Mr. Hill). 

The CuarrMan. I am addressing it to the whole panel, to anyone 
who can give me the answer. 

Mr. MarsHauu. In my opinion, and I am a wheat grower in western 
Nebraska, I live on the farm, and I think that we are assured of 
throwing more wheat on the feed market under the certificate plan 
than will be true under the Farm Bureau program. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Newsom said that he is a corn farmer, and he is 
thoroughly convinced of absolutely the opposite viewpoint. 

Mr. Marsuaty. Mr. Hill is a corn farmer. The corn States in our 
organization represent the largest membership, outside of the South, 
in our organization. There are a great many more corn producers 
in our organization than wheat producers. They have agreed upon 
this. 

There are two or three differences. 

One of the things that is involved here that we say there shall be 
no wheat from the Commodity Credit Corporation going onto the 
domestic market. 

This price support you have mentioned is figured upon a different 
basis, but the one thing that is definitely different is their proposal to 
put 150 million bushels of Commodity Credit Corporation wheat in 
the primary-use wheat market. And we ask to keep it off, unless 
there is a shortage of wheat or something makes it necessary to pull 
on this for protection to the consumer. 

The Cuatrman. Why do you object to withdrawing, that small 
amount of wheat from the Commodity Credit Corporation stocks? 

Mr. Marsnatt. It is a different method of doing it. We do not 
want to put it on the market with the current production of wheat. 
The 150 million bushels is a lot of wheat to place on the domestic 
market. 

The Cuarrman. It will be there until we can give it away or sell it 
somewhere in the world. 

Mr. Marsnatn, Thatisright. It is stil] available. 

The CHarrman. And it is costing us about $1,000 a minute for 
storage ; does it not? 

Mr. Marswatt. It is still available for the protection of the con- 
sumer in this country if the price goes up. 

The CuatrmMan. But the storage cost is too expensive. Witnesses 
come up and say that it will cost us, in their opinion, about $1 billion 
a year in storage costs. We want to do something about it. They 
want to do something about it. 

You propose to lock the doors until some foreign ship comes in 
and takes it away. 
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Mr. Marswary. Actually, Mr. Chairman, if you study our proposal 
it will take out more than 150 million bushels from CCC stocks each 
year. 

The Cuatrman. All right. If it will take out 150 million bushels, 
Iwill go for it. I want to move this wheat out. 

I know that we cannot wait for ships from other places to come 
and get it in order to get rid of it. 

Mr. Marswauu. We are not recommending the discontinuance of 
Public Law 480 as it has functioned in the past, which means it will 
move the commodities out into the foreign countries with the one 
limitation. That will move more wheat than 150 million bushels and 
will not put it on the market in direct competition to the wheat that 
I raise from year to year. 

The Cuairman. All right. The plan, as I understand it, proposes 
to draw 150 million bushels onto the domestic market and still meet 
all of the requirements that come under Public Law 480, and the 
programs to give that wheat away around the world. 

Now it seems to me that there is in this an area in which we can 
compromise. 

Mr. Marsnari. You think it is better. I do not think it is. I 
guess we can both have our own opinions. 

The Cuairman. Were you given an opportunity to collaborate with 
the other farm leaders in drafting the certificate plan or in a consid- 
eration of the legislation ? 

Mr. Marsuatu. Will you repeat that, please? 

The Cuamman. Were representatives of your organization invited 
to the conferences, or given an opportunity to collaborate with Mr. 
Newsom and these other people who have worked on these plans? 

Mr. Marsnaty. My understanding is that representatives of the 
other groups were in our W ashington oftice for a conference. 

Mr. Chairman, the policy of the American Farm Bureau is de- 
veloped through its membership at its annual meeting. And the prin- 
ciples inv olved cannot be compromised by the employees or the ad- 
ministrators of the organization. 

The CuatrMan. In other words, you sit here and deliver a message 
in a straitjacket—you cannot exercise your own discretion and express 
your own opinion. You have a written message of the Farm Bureau 
and you cannot compromise anything in it. 

In other words, we either have to follow the Farm Bureau, or we 
will never have any legislation that you will support. 

Mr. Breepine. Mr. Chairman 

The CuHarrmMan. Let me get an answer to the question. 

Mr. Marsuatyi. You have had experience with us for a great many 
years. 

The Cuarrman. I certainly have. It used to be very fine, way back. 
And we would just have the most cheerful chat in the world at that 
time. In recent years you come in with an argument that you will not 
budge. You do not compromise when you come in in that frame of 
mind. 

Secretary Benson has said he will cooperate, when Mr. Poage asked 
him. 

You cannot bring out legislation unless somebody is willing to com- 
promise somewhere along the line. I think Mr. Newsom is willing to 
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do it, as well as the other farm organizations. They are not stuck 
on the 75 percent figure in the bill for the support level. I do not 
think they are wedded to the 150 million bushels. I think that is 
just an ar bitrar y figure. 

I do not think that we will get anywhere at all unless we all get 
together. We cannot just take their program, or take your program, 
or take any other program that is brought out. 

Mr. Marsuaut. There is considerable agreement. We are for the 
conservation program. 

They are for a similar kind of land retirement proposition that we 
are for. 

They ask for the elimination of the acreage allotment and the 
marketing quotas. And we ask for the same thing. 

There is a difference in some of these other approaches. We feel 
one of the reasons is because we represent 48 States in the Union, plus 
Hawaii and Puerto Rico. The 48 States are producers of a great 
many farm commodities that are not involved or are not a part of the 
wheat legislation, but are involved in the results of the wheat legis- 
lation, such as with respect to the livestock people, the feed grain 
producers, and many others. And these people help develop the pol- 
icy in our organization, the same as the wheatgrowers do. 

“The CHairman. W ell, that may be well and good. I am not trying 
to decide for you how to run your business. 

I will tell you one thing, that you cannot convince this committee 
by saying, “You will have to take what we have, or you will not take 
anything.” 

As I understand it, we have to accept this proposal of the Farm 
Bureau or you will oppose every other proposal we will bring out. 

Mr. Marsuauy. We try to submit information and a program for 
the information of this committee to the best of our ability. And it 
is in this spirit that we submit our testimony to you. 

The Cuarrman. How long do you think it will take to dispose of 
our surplus wheat which is in storage on the open market ? 

Mr. MarsHauy. About 7 or 8 years. 

The Cuarrman. How much reduction do you expect to.accomplish 
in the first year with your program ? 

Mr. Marsuau. This is a figure that is indeterminate. You cannot 
set it flatly, but we do know that there was a great many people who 
are producing wheat in more areas. Iam one of them. 

I have a western Nebraska wheat farm, and I have one in eastern 

Nebraska. And with the price supports where they have been in the 
past I can still get by in eastern Nebraska with a little wheat, but if 
it goes below and gets below around $1.30 or $1.35, I am quitting, be- 
cause the plain economics of the matter will not let me raise wheat 
there. 

I have alternative crops that I will grow. 

On the western Nebraska farm I produce a high quality wheat. I 
have no alternatives that will make me more than out-of- pocket costs. 
And consequently, there will be a reduction in acreage there as against 
the area of eastern Nebraska in that part of the country. In the more 
humid areas yields run higher. In western Nebraska it runs 20 to 25 
bushels to the acre. And I produce 61 bushels on the eastern Ne- 
braska farm on a 15-acre tract. 
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The Cuairman. One of your proposals, on page 5 of your prepared 
statement, states: | 





Reduction of artificial production incentives. 


Mr. Marsuatu. Yes. 

The Cuairman. Do you mean by that to further reduce price 
supports ? 

Mr. Marsuati. That is right. 

The Cuamman. To what level do you think that these price sup- 
ports should be reduced ? 

Mr. Marsuatu. In this case, our recommendation, this figure, re- 
sults from the relationship between costs between corn and wheat 

The CHarrMan. What would that be in parity ? 

Mr. MarswHaz. $1.30 for 1961. 

The Cuarrman. What percentage value is that? 

Mr. Marswat. I have not figured that. 

Do you have that ? 

Mr. Lynn. No. 

The Cuatrman. You have your economist there. 

Mr. Marsuatw. It would be in the neighborhood of around 60 per- 
cent, as best as we can calculate it. 

The Cuarrman. At 60 percent. 

Mr. Marsuauu. Experience has to have some weight in this. I 
am talking from actual experience as a wheat producer. I know that 
I am not going to continue to produce wheat on my high-priced land 
at a price that gets down to around $1.30. I can do it and make money 
in the west. 

The Cuarrman. I understand that the figure you used was 65 per- 
cent of parity. You and the administration see eye to eye on this 
artificial production incentive program, do you not ? 

Mr. Marsuwatt. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. To constantly lower the price of the commodity to 
the farm producer. 

Mr. Marsuau. This is the Farm Bureau’s position. And I accept 
no responsibility for the administration’s position. 

The Cuairman. You know what the administration’s position is, 
do you not ? 

Mr. Marsuatt. I have nothing to do with that. I think I know 
what it is. 

The Cuarman. This puts the farmer out of business. You admit 
that you will go out of business on your Nebraska farms under your 
own proposal. 

Mr. Marsuatt. I can plant soybeans and other crops. I have that 
alternative on one of them, and on the other I have no substitute for 
wheat. 

The Cuarrman. Then you say that the proposal you have presented 
will force you out of the wheat business and you will go into the soy- 
bean business and aggravate that proposition. 

Mr. Marsuatt. I can go into alfalfa and many other commodities, 
in fact, we are getting re ady to plant alfalfa now. 

The Cuarrman. As you go into that commodity, you increase the 
quantity there, and aggravate the feed problem, do you not? 

Mr. Marsnaty. Well, the wheat from my 15 acres is doing that sort 
of thing already, because if you produce 40 or 50 or 60 bushels per 





WHEAT 151 


acre, as I have, this is not the kind of wheat that goes to the millers. 
It is the kind of wheat that is in bins some place. And that is part 
of the problem. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Hogan. 

Mr. Hoean. I would like to ask Mr. Marshall a question. 

We have some good land in Indiana, too. The fact is that I have 
an allotment of about 7 acres. I do not raise any wheat. But if you 
eliminated acreage controls I would, probably, raise about 30 acres 
of wheat next year. I think that everybody in Indiana would do the 
same thing. 

Mr. MarsuHauzt. What do you take it out of when you plant it in 
wheat ? 

Mr. Hoean. We have a 3-year crop rotation plan, and we plant corn 
so that we have a cover crop. I either put it in wheat or in something 
else in order to keep it. Of course, I do not think Mr. Belcher would 
like this, because the 15-acre people in Indiana will really increase 
our wheat acreage, and the Commodity Credit Corporation will get 
most of it. 

Mr. MarsHatu. You are going to use it on the basis of a nurse crop 
which is not a primary crop. 

Mr. Hocan. That is corect. This is being done in many areas at 
the present time because of the price of wheat and the price of oats 
where they are now. This is what the bulk of them have been 
doing. 

I feed my oats, so I have to have oats. 

If you take off acreage controls, I know that every farmer in 
Indiana would not split up his fields, he will put the whole field 
into wheat. 

Mr. Marsuaui. Under existing law you could, also, do this be- 
cause there is a provision for 30 acres for feed. 

Mr. Hogan. [realize that. 

Mr. MarsuAuy. It has been possible all the way along. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Poage. 

Mr. Poace. I want to ask Mr. Hill a litle bit about the same sub- 
ject that Ma. Hoeven was questioning you about. 

Mr. Hin. Yes. 

Mr. Poacr. I do not understand your reference to a $2.27 price 
towhich you refer. Where do you get the $2.27 price ? 

Mr. Hitz. As I understand this other proposal—— 

Mr. Poacr. I am talking about your proposal. I am not talk- 
ing about anybody else’s proposal. Mr. Hoeven asked you about 
your proposal, the effect it would have. 

_ Mr. Hiri. Then I misspoke myself. We do not have any $2.27 
hgure, 

Mr. Poacr. Let us take it for granted momentarily that it is your 
proposal and see how it will affect the feed market. 

Mr. Hinz, All right. 

Mr. Poagr. Is it not true as set out in your statement in the first 
part of page 5, that, “From a practical standpoint, there are only 
about four things that can be done with wheat. It can be eaten, 
exported, fed to livestock or stored.” You agree with that, do you 
not ? 

Mr. Hitu. Yes, sir, these are the primary uses. 
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Mr. Poacr. The next part of the paragraph reads, “It seems fairly 
clear that the American people are eating all the wheat they want.” 

I took that to mean that we could not increase the domestic con- 
sumption of wheat for food very much—is that not what you meant 
by that statement ? 

Mr. Hitz. Yes; the per capita consumption has gone down. 

Mr. Poace. We have as you state “exported about as far as we 
can without incurring the open enmity of other exporting nations 
whose friendship we value highly.” I took that to mean that there 
was little opportunity to increase our exports of wheat. That un- 
der your plan, or anybody else’s plan, exports would be about as 
they are now, is that not about correct ? 

Mr. Hiu. Yes, sir. This is open, probably, to some question, 
because we are going to continue to go for increased exports. It is 
our feeling that it is questionable whether we are going to step 
that up very much more. 

Mr. Poace. Let us get it clear then. You repudiate the next 
part of that? 

Mr. Hitz. No, I do not repudiate it. 

Mr. Poace. I am perfectly willing for you to use other words— 
I am perfectly willing for you to say that you do not believe it. 

Mr. Hirx. I do not believe that we are going to increase our 
exports. 

Mr. Poace. The next statement is, “We obviously cannot go on 
building bigger storage stocks indefinitely.” I have never seen a 
statement with which I agree more heartily than that. Do you agree 
with it? 

Mr. Hux. I certainly do. 

Mr. Poace. All right, we come then to the conclusion of whoever 
wrote this, and I think that we would have to come to this same 
conclusion : 

The remaining alternative is to increase the use of wheat as livestock feed 
in a manner that will not lessen profit opportunities for producers of feed 
grains, soybeans, livestock, dairy, and poultry products. 

Now, stripped of the unessentials, and I am not questioning your 
desire to put the modification in, but stripped down to the bare facts 
of the thing, this statement is that any increase in the use of wheat 
has got to be as feed wheat, is that not correct ? 

Mr. Hitt. I think that I said before that these livestock men and 
the corn men never have objected to wheat being fed on an unsubsi- 
dized basis. 

Mr. Poace. Let us get clear that you do not objec ‘t to the increased 
flow of wheat into the feed markets, so long as it is is not subsidized ? 

Mr. Hitu. So long as it is not subsidized. 

Mr. Poacr. You have then no objection to a half billion of it going 
into the feed market, is that right ? 

Mr. Hitz. I do not think that a half billion will be put in there. 

Mr. Poace. How much wheat are you going to produce under your 
plan ? 

Mr. Hitz. How much wheat ? 
Mr. Poacr. Yes. 
Mr. Hu. I think Mr. Marshall indicated that no one knows for 


sure. 
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Mr. Poage. All right. It is well over a billion bushels? 

Mr. Hitt. When you grow more wheat you substitute it for some- 
thing else. 

Mr. Poaacer. Let us get these questions answered, though. We are 
presently producing over a billion bushels of wheat ? 

Mr. Hitt. Yes. 

Mr. Poage. Is your plan going to reduce the production of wheat? 

Mr. Hitx. We think it will; yes. Wethink it will. 

Mr. Poacr. You think it will reduce the production of wheat by 
letting everybody plant all they want—do you think we will grow less 
because everybody can plant all they want? . Is that right? 

Mr. Hi. Mr. Poage, we recommend 60 million in conservation 
reserve. 

Mr. Poacr. You hope to have 60 million acres in the conservation 
reserve in about 4 years ? 

Mr. Hiux. Three years. 

Mr. Poace. Out of all of the acres in the United States which are put 
in the reserve there will be a total of 60 million acres in reserve, will 
there not? How much of it will come out of wheat ? 

Mr. Hixx. In our bill it calls for 17 million acres in 3 years, just 
under the wheat program. 

Mr. Poacr. How do you get that kind of a wheat program—how do 
you make it come out of wheat ? 

Mr. Hix. It is part of it—that would be part of the wheat bill. 
You cannot just limit it to wheat. 

Mr. Poace. Do you mean that your bill then is going to cut 17 
million acres off of the 55 million acres of wheat we are now planting? 

Mr. Hii. No; we did not say that. 

Mr. Poace. Where does that 17 million acres come from if you are 
not going to reduce wheat acres by that much ¢ 

Mr. Hitx. It comes out of the total. We think a lot of it will be 
wheatland. 

Mr. Poace. Where does that 17 million acres to which you referred 
come from—what wheat? : 

Mr. Hitt. We cannot say where it will come from. 

Mr. Poace. You said that there were 17 million acres that had to 
come out of wheat. What is in the bill that takes 17 million acres 
out of wheat ? 

Mr. Hitz. No. If I said it had to come out of wheat 

Mr. Poacr. Where will it come from ? 

Mr. Hix. It does not specify wheat. It is part of the overall con- 
servation reserve program. 

Mr. Poacr. The overall conservation reserve? It comes out of 
the poorest land, does it not ? 

Mr. Hiti. Yes. The early part. TI think by the time that you get 
up to 45 or 50 million acres, you will start getting some really good 
land. 

Mr. Poacr. And you might take 10 million acres out of pretty good 
land, out of all the crops in the United States. How much of ‘that 
will come out of wheat ? 

Mr. Hitz. I do not know, Mr. Poage. I am very strong for the 
conservation reserve. We are in the Middle West, too. I think it is 
really the only thing that will adjust production. 
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Mr. Poage. All right. I am not arguing about that. I am buying 
your proposition that we ought to take some land out. I am asking 
you how much this is going to reduce the wheat acreage in the United 
States. Mr. Marshall was very quick to tell us how ‘much somebody 
else’s plan would take out of wheat. I am asking you how much 
your plan will take out of wheat, other than marginal land. 

Mr. MarsHaty. Our proposed plan presents 17 million acres addi- 
tional over the 43 million which we are advocating or asking for in the 
regular conservation reserve program. 

Mr. Poace. I am not asking how many acres your plan will take 
out of total production, but I am asking how much it will take out of 
wheat. 

Mr. Marswati. I will tell you in a minute. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Hill said that he thought that it would come out 
17 million acres. You are saying the same thing and that is not 
correct. 

Mr. Marsuat. It is provided for and is available as a part of this 
bill, but it is not compulsory. 

Mr. Poace. How many acres do you contemplate will be planted 
in wheat when you get this bill passed ? 

Mr. MarsHau. W ell, we reduce from 55 million, which is the 
present picture. 

Mr. Poace. That is what it is now. 

Mr. MarsHatu. Yes, instead of from 82 million. 

Mr. Poace. That is right. 

Mr. MarsHatu. Consequently, you get a different starting place 
than you have under the revised ce rtificate plan. 

Mr. Poace. I am not talking about anybody else’s bill, please. Tam 
talking about your bill. Please do not compare it with somebody 
else’s. Let us find out about your bill, because until we understand 
your bill, we cannot draw these comparisons. You are telling us 
more about the other people’s bills than your own. 

Mr. Marsnauy. The 17 million acres is our approach to providing 
a method for these people to shift out of the production of wheat. 

Mr. Poace. I come back to the proposition, How many acres of 
wheat will be planted under your bill? 

The Cuamman. He said that. 

Mr. Poage. I think that he has not said it yet. 

Mr. Marsnatu. I can subtract 17 million from 55 million; so can 
you. 

Mr. Poacr. Mr. Marshall, the 17 million acres has no relation to 
wheat; that 17 million acres is taken out of the farmland of America, 
and your bill does not make any provision for taking 17 million acres 
out of wheat. If it does I want you to show me where it does. It does 
not make any such provision. I asked Mr. Lynn, and I asked your 
expert here, where in the bill this takes 17 million acres out of wheat. 

Mr. Lynn. Our proposal for an expanded conservation reserve does 
not relate it to 17 million acres for wheat. 

Mr. Poace. Of course not. 

Mr. Lynn. You know it does not, because I have explained it to you 
several times. 

Mr. Poace. You have indicated to the committee that it does. That 
is what I am complaining about. 
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Mr. Marsuau. I am not trying to mislead this committee. I said 
that it was available on a voluntary basis, that it was not compulso 
And if you are going to say that you are going to take out a specific 
number of acres, that would be compulsory. We are not for it being 
compulsory. 

Mr. Poacr. Then how do you give an estimate as to how many acres 
of wheat you think this bill will result in? 

Mr. MarsHatu. In my opinion—this is purely an estimate as an 
individual—it ought to Frisina out 10 million acres, out of wheat. 

Mr. Poace. That would leave only 7 million acres to be taken out of 
all of the feed grains, and out of cotton, and out of all of the other 
crops in the United States ; is that not correct ? 

Mr. Marsuauy. At the present time you have only got 28 in the 
conservation reserve, and you have the difference between that 43 
million that comes out of the other crops. At the present time the 
28 million acres exist, and if you get an increase from that to 60 million, 
it is a 32-million increased total for everything combined from where 
we are now to where we hope to go. 

And in the meantime, this is for everything, which would be a 32- 
million increase. 

Mr. Poace. Then you increase that 32 million which is taken out 
of the other crops, or 22 million. 

Mr. Marsuauy. That is a personal guess. Nobody knows for sure. 

Mr. Poage. Of course not. I certainly agree with that. Nobody 
knows for sure. 

Mr. Corazins. It would seem that it is significant to this problem, 
since the problem in wheat, as in all other commodities, is related 
back to our overcapacity in agriculture, that when you get this addi- 
tional land out of production, it improves the situation from the over- 
capacity standpoint; and, therefore, it is bound to redound to the 
improvement of wheat, because these commodities are all inter- 
changeable, one to another. 

Mr. Poaer. Of course, the more land you take out of production, 
the more you reduce overproduction. That is really all you are stat- 
ing, isn’t it? That is all you are stating, I repeat, is it not? 

That is, the more you take out, the less total production you have. 

Mr. Coturns. That is right. 

Mr. Poace. That is a much simpler and a much easier way of 
understanding it, the way you put it. Can we assume that we will 
have 45 million acres in wheat, if we take Mr. Marshall’s figures? 
52 ae we would have 45 million acres planted in wheat under your 
plan? 

Mr. Marsuatt. This is not my plan, just my guess as to what the 
Pa pson will be. It has no bearing on what I am presenting. 

Mr. Poace. Let us hope that is true. If you have 45 million acres 
in wheat, how many acres of that wheat does it take to produce these 
480 million bushels that we use for domestic consumption? That is 
the figure, it is not? That is about what it is now. How many acres 
will it take to produce that? 

Mr. Marsa. That makes a difference where you produce it. 

Mr. Poacr. All right. 
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Mr. Marsuauu. It takes a lot more acres if you produce it in the 
traditional wheat area rather than in the humid areas, where the yields 
are higher. 

mr Poace. You are not able to state where that comes from, are 

ou? 
7 Mr. MarsuHauu. You are talking about the certificate plan, or our 
plan ? . 

Mr. Poage. I am talking about your plan. 

Mr. Marsuauu. We do not divide it up into domestic and feed. 

Mr. Poace. I know that you do not. As a matter of fact, you are 
proposing to produce 500 million bushels of wheat on 45 million 
acres; are you not? It is about 20 bushels to the acres, that is, for 
domestic use. 

Mr. MarsHaty. More than that. 

Mr. Poagg. It is about 21.5. 

Mr. MarsHat, 2114 bushels. 

Mr. Poage. That leaves 520 million bushels of wheat to go on the 
feed market ; does it not ? 

Mr. MarsHau. You will export some. 

Mr. Betcuer. We export almost 500 million. 

Mr. Poage. He said that there would not be an export of 500 mil- 
lion bushels. 

Mr. Betcuer. No; he did not. 

Mr. Poage. You will see, if you will read the statement. He said 
that there were four things that you could do with it. Then he said, 
“We have pushed exports about as far as we can without incurring 
the open emnity of other exporting nations whose friendship we value 
highly.” 

And he said later in his statement that the governmental practices 
we now have he assumes will go out of the window with this, because 
he does not want the Government to help the farmer, and that re- 
duces it to about 400 million to go on the feed market; am I wrong 
in what I am saying, Mr. Marshall—did you tell us that ? 

Mr. Marsuaui. There will be approximately 440 million bushels 
exported. 

Mr. Poacr. You just told us that you could not export more than 
you exported now. We are exporting about 136 million exclusive of 
the Government plans that you tell us are going out. 

Mr. MarsHatu. We did not tell you anything about that insofar as 
Public Law 480 wheat agreements, and all of that, are concerned. 

Mr. Poace. You did not? Let us look back to this page here— 
right here you say, and you used the figure, and you have used it in 
all of your estimates here—on page 2, the figure of wheat exports for 
dollars, 136,835,400. 

Mr. Marsuaui. That is for dollars. That does not include Pub- 
lic Law 480. 

Mr. Poace. All right. I know that it is. And you say it is not 
realistic to assume that: “We have used the dollar export figure in 
our analysis rather than total exports, inasmuch as it would appear 
to be unrealistic to assume as permanent and dependable markets the 
exports made under special surplus disposal programs.” 








WHEAT 157 


It is your own assumption—it is not mine, I never thought of it— 
it is your thought that we are limited to 136 million bushels for 
export. 

Mr. MarsHauu. No. 

Mr. Poace. That is what you have on page 2. Those are the figures 
with which you condemn everybody else—those are the figures upon 
which the statement was made that somebody else’s plan could not 
move but 622 million bushels of wheat—those are the figures you used 
when you condemned somebody else. 

I am perfectly willing for you to condemn aeDen Oey else, but let us 
apply it here, too. If you are going to apply it to the other fellow, 
let us apply that to your figures. 

Mr. Marsua.u. ‘The programs are entirely different. 

Mr. Poace. They are entirely different when you compare with the 
other man’s plan, but they are entirely different when applied to you— 
you do not want them applied to yourself. 

Mr. MarsHatu. Your interpretation is entirely incorrect. 

Mr. Poace. What is your interpretation? What I read was your 
interpretation. Somebody wrote it. You read it on page 2. Doyou 
not say that in determining how much wheat will be of primary use 
that there would be an export of 136 million bushels; is that not right ? 

Mr. Marsua.u. For dollars. 

Mr. Poage. For dollars. We agree on that, do we not? 

Mr. Marsnauu. That is right. 

Mr. Poace. Do you not say in footnote 1: 

We reviewed the dollar export figure in our analysis rather than total exports, 
inasmuch as it would appear to be unrealistic to assume as permanent and de- 
pendable markets the exports made under special surplus disposal programs. 

Mr. MarsHauu. Permanent and dependable markets. 

Mr. Poacr. That is your wording, not mine. 

Mr. MarsHatu. That is right. And this means what it says, as a 
permanent and long-term proposition, but to get rid of the surpluses 
we propose to use the mechanisms that are available at the present 
time. 

Mr. Poacr. You propose then, under your plan, that we should rely 
upon something that you say is unrealistic; is that not right? 

Mr. MarsHauy. We feel that if you are ever going to get rid of the 
surpluses—this is our objective, that it is unrealistic to build a longtime 
program based upon a special surplus disposal program. 

Mr. Poacr. You consider it unrealistic to have a longtime program 
based on these unrealistic assumptions. Now then, your program, as 
quickly as you get rid of these unrealistic surplus disposal programs 
means that you cannot use more than 622 million bushels for export 
and for food consumption, can you? And that means that the other 
wheat must be dumped into the feed market. 

Mr. MarsHatt. Seulo of it will go into the feed market, but there 
is still a market overseas, and we are not advocating the elimination 
of any foreign market. 

Mr. Poage. I know that, but when you talk about the other fellow’s 
plan, you damn it by using these figures to show that you cannot move 
anything except this limited amount of wheat, but when you talk 
about your plan you assume that you can move all of it. You can go 
either way you want to. I simply suggest that your plan and the 
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other man’s should be treated alike. I will take it either way you 
want to take it. Do not try to sell it to me one way over here, and 
another way over here. 

Mr. Marsnati. The Trade Development Act was established for 
the purpose of developing trade. Under the assumption, as you are 
placing it, it would not have developed trade but it would cease all 
of this trade. That is the way I interpret what you are saying; 
that is, to discontinue Public Law 480. We do not think it will. We 
think that this market will continue, a large portion of it, because it 
has been a success and not a failure as a Trade Development Act. 

Mr. Poace. That is why you charge that the other man’s plan will 
not move the same amount of wheat as yours does ? 

Mr. Marsnatu. No. 

Mr. Poacr. What is the difference ? 

Mr. Marsnatt. The certificate plan proposes to do it at $2.37. 

Mr. Poacr. No; it does not. It is to be at the world market, price. 
Whzy not be fair with the other fellow? I am not asking you to stand 
by this. I am just asking you to apply one test to your own plan as 
well as to the other man’s plan. They said the same as you do, which 
is the world price. 

Mr. Marsuauvy. Their bill says that they want the primary market 
for domestic and export trade. 

The Cuamman. Not at 100 percent of parity. 

Mr. Poace. It says for export, subject to world price. 

Mr. Marsuauy. You have to make it up with a subsidy. 

The Crarrman. What? 

Mr. Poace. I do not understand that you have to do that. There 
is no subsidy paid on the export wheat: under the other man’s plan 
there is no subsidy paid is there? There is only a subsidy paid on 
that which you use at home. 

Mr. Marsnauy. They include exports in their primary use; do they 
not? 

Mr. Poagr. I do not think they do. 

Mr. Marsnaty. Yes; they do. 

Mr. Cotirns. Yes; they do. 

The Cratrman. Mr. Breeding asks: Does not the plan contem- 
plate the sale of wheat in the world market at 100 percent of parity 
and the Government makes up the difference between 100 percent of 
parity and the world price ? 

Mr. Breeptna. The certificate plan does provide for domestic use 
and export, but the 100 percent of parity that is involved is with 
regard to these 150 million bushels coming out of Commodity Credit. 

Mr. Cours. I think the point that is causing the confusion is that 
quota certificates would be issued only in the amount of the sum of 
food use in this country. And then, as to exports, they would deduct 
from this total, before issuing the quotas—they would deduct 150 
million bushels. This means that the market, of course, in order to 
get. up to the 150 million bushels that is necessary to make available 
the total supply, this could be made available only at 100 percent of 
parity. 

Consequently, since your 150 million bushels is a shortage—you are 
short of that in the quotas that you have issued, this would tend to 
force through in a monopoly-controlled situation the $2.37 as you 
export, and domestic price. 
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Mr. Poacr. The minute you use that, you can export anywhere you 
want to, can you not, under your plan 4 

Mr. Breepinc. But it does not change the price of wheat in the 

orld market. 
ie, Poace. Of course, it does not. The world market reaches the 
same price as you are planning. It is the same as the price under which 
this bill is proposing to sell. 

The Cuarrman. Let us find out what is involved. The Secretary 
makes the determination of the amount of wheat for domestic and 
export needs. And as you pointed out, you subtract the 150 million 
bushels and it would tend to push the price up to the parity level, and 
if the determination is completely accurate, which it probably will 
not be, you should always remove at 100 percent of parity. Obviously, 
you cannot sell wheat in the world market at 100 percent of parity. 
Somebody will pick that up—— 

Mr. Breepinc. With an increase of subsidy. 

The Cuamman. How will that be done? 

Mr. Cotuins. With an increased subsidy. 

The Cuamman. We should know that now. 

Mr. Lynn. In connection with this subsidy point, it is clearly set out 
as the objective of the certificate plan that the farmer’s price would be 
$2.37, or 100 percent of parity. 

The Cuarrman. That is right. 

Mr. Lynx. When it comes time to export, the price in their calcula- 
tions is suddenly reduced to $2.12. The objective in operating this 
thing is to get. $2.37, and the export price would be $2.37, which will 
be the difference between the world market price and that price which 
we think will be in the neighborhood of $1.20 a bushel with an export 
subsidy on every bushel that might be exported. 

The Cuarmman. Let us clear that up now. 

You do not have any subsidy in your program now. 

Mr. Lynn. Sure; we do. 

The CuarrmMan. How much? 

Mr. Cortiins. Mr. Lynn, it would be less. 

Mr. Lynn. Less. 

The Crarrman. Very much less? 

Mr. Lynn. Very much less—about 60 cents per bushel. 

Mr. Breepine. Today the subsidy is about 55 cents a bushel; is it 
not ¢ 
Mr. Lynn. Yes; in that neighborhood. 

Mr. Couns. On Hard Red Winter wheat, which is the biggest, it 
61 to 64 cents at the present time. 

The Cratrman. Does anybody on this side want to ask questions? 
Mr. Breeprne. Mr. Chairman 
Mr. Suorr. If I could make the question clear, the subsidy that is 
paid under the present law, that would be paid under the Farm 
Bureau’s proposal, that would be paid under the Wheat Association’s 
proposal, is whatever difference there is, whatever difference exists, 
between our domestic market price and the world price. 

Mr. Lynn. That is right. 

Mr. Suort. So the higher we are able to raise our domestic market 
price proportionately the more subsidy is paid. It is just that simple. 

Mr. Poacr. The price and the world market is the same—it is the 
same for the same kind of wheat? 
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Mr. Snort. Yes. 

Mr. Poace. You would use the same amount of wheat. I am not 
talking about what it will cost. The same amount of wheat would 
move under either bill—the same amount of export would move under 
either bill. One bill proponent says that you cannot move but 600 
million and the other says that you will have a tremendous amount of 
wheat moved. 

Mr. Suort. If the gentleman will yield. 

Mr. Poace. You have the floor. 

Mr. Syorr. We have to keep our thinking in terms of our total 
use of wheat, it seems to me, to bike it in proper perspective. We use 
presently, oie all of the figures that have been presented before this 
committee, somewhere between 500 and 550 million bushels domesti- 
cally. We have been exporting 400 million bushels plus, up to 450 
million. So we are thinking in terms of the total overall use of 950 
me bushels or thereabouts. 

I do not see anything in either one of these bills that will mate- 
rially change the amount of wheat used for all purposes. 

Mr. Poace. I do not, either. I agree with that entirely. That is 
all I am trying to say—neither bill will change that. I say that we 
should use the same figures for both. That is ‘all Iam trying to nail 
down. 

The Cuairman. Isthat what your position is, Mr. Marshall? 

Mr. Marsnauu. No, our position is that the amount of money that 
Congress will find it necessary to appropriate to provide the sub- 
sidy “between the two programs will be different; that under our plan 
it will be less subsidy. 

Mr. Poace. I asked you about that. I have asked where this wheat 
would go. 

Mr. Snort. I do not see anything in this bill that is going to change 
very materially the amount of wheat that we are going to export. If 
we can keep up our good work and maintain our m: arkets that we have 
had in the past and ‘that we have presently, we will continue to export 
about 450 million bushels. That includes, as I understand it, that 
is, if I understand the figure rightly, the amount of wheat that we 
have been disposing of under all sections of Public Law 480. 

It includes even the amount of wheat that we have actually been 
giving away for humanitarian purposes 

I do not think that the Farm Bureau's proposal proposes to change 
that at all. 

They did try to clarify, I think, to some degree the difference be- 
tween the wheat that is disposed of under P ublic Law 480 for foreign 
currency on which we do not get much back for the wheat that is 
given away, and the wheat that is exported under national dollar 
sales. 

Mr. Marsuaty. That is right. 

Mr. Snort. We have to take a second look at our exports to keep 
that in proper perspective. We only dispose of part of those 450 
million bushels in actual dollar sales. 

Mr. Marsuauz. That is right. 

The Cuairman. Will you yield there ? 

Mr. Suorr. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. The fact is that Public Law 480 program has been 
going on, in any event. 
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Mr. Snort. That is right, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McIntire. I do not know whether or not this is the appropri- 
ate time to throw this in. 

I do not think that in the total analysis we can overlook what might 
be some of the factors involved in a direct subsidy for the export 
of wheat. How much this will mean in bushels, I do not think any- 
body is competent to evaluate. But the international situation is 
such that we cannot just arbitrarily overlook the fact that as we 
move into a market the present subsidy program has its international 
disturbances, and increased subsidies will result in greater trouble. 
It will have some effect which may result in a lessening of our avail- 
able outlet, either for cash or for foreign currency. It seems to me 
that is the important part of it, whether the two programs are iden- 
tical as to the amount of wheat that is going to be exported, I doubt 
if they are identical—I think that the burden rests on the basis that 
the more this Government puts into subsidy for exports the more 
there will be efforts to checkmate this kind of thing as far as other 
wheat exporting countries are concerned. 

And that they may have access to more markets because of their 
higher subsidy than they have at the present time. 

The Cuairman. Had you finished, Mr. Short? 

Mr. Suort. Yes. 

Mr. Breeprnea. I am a little bit slow in getting the floor. I want 
to introduce to our committee our guest here, Mr. W. I. Boone, a 
very highly respected citizen of the State of Kansas. I have known 
him for a long time. 

You started to make a statement a bit ago. I would like to yield 
to you to go ahead and make your statement. 

Mr. Boone. Thank you, Congressman Breeding. 

I wanted, of course, to comment on many things, but I shall first 
comment on this thing that we have been discussing here, the 136 
or 137 million bushels of wheat that we said would be legitimate to 
include as a primary use. I think that the only difference here is 
terminology. We do not think that we ought to set up that under 
Public Law 480 and give away exports of wheat as a primary use. 

There is no difference in the total that we hope for exports. And 
I, certainly, agree with Congressman McIntire that I think that 
there is a better opportunity under the Farm Bureau proposal to 
export more wheat, because it takes less subsidy to do it and less 
international friction. 

Mr. BreEpine. You as a a member and president of the Farm 
Bureau of the State of Kansas, apparently, have joined Mr. Marshall 
to propose this idea of $1.30 per bushel. 

Do you think that the people of our State will be satisfied with that 
price for wheat, due to the fact that costs are continually climbing? 
I would like to have your statement on that. 

Mr. Boone. I will be glad to comment on that. 

Mr. Breeprna. I represent a district that is a great wheat-producing 
area. 

Mr. Boone. That is right. Of course, we recognize that we do not 
have agreement with the people in your district and the people in my 
organization on a wheat program. Actually, I think that most of 
them would like to keep what we have got, if they thought they could. 
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I do not think anything we are proposing will give them as much 
income. 

Mr. Breepine. What percentage of the farm people in my district 
would be agreeable to your proposal as submitted here? 

Mr. Boone. I could not say, but this proposal that we bring here, 
as the American Farm Bureau’s proposal, originated in the State of 
Kansas. It originated, primarily, in northwest Kansas, which is 
Congressman Smith’s district. 

Those folks out there are actually in agreement, and were fairly 
early last year. They sent their proposal around to the other counties 
in our State. 

And also to the wheat counties in Nebraska and Colorado. This 
proposal was adopted in our convention by almost two to one—not 
quite two to one, I have forgotten the exact. vote—and that reflected 
the alternate proposals, too. 

There was not a certificate or the domestic parity plan, but a plan 
of substantial reduction in acreage. 

Mr. Breeptne. I would like to read to you a letter which shows some 
of the thinking of Farm Bureau members in some of the counties in 
my State. It is dated March 7, and it is addressed to me here in 
Washington : 

Of course we of the Edwards County Farm Bureau foresee that the National 
Farm Bureau policy on wheat does not meet with the approval of the majority 
of our member farmers. At our annual meeting last fall we voted in favor of 
stricter controls and a better price for our product. We fail to see how an 
elimination of controls will help our surplus problem. We strongly support 
increasing the conservation reserve acreage. 

I want to point out to you that was signed by the officers of the 
Edwards County Farm Bureau organization. I have met with many 
farm groups in my district, and I did not think that they are going 
along with the recommendations that you have offered here this morn- 
ing. 
Mr. Boones. I stated that the vote was two to one. I presume that 
the delegates from that county voted against it. 

Mr. Breepinc. Two to one against the proposal ? 

Mr. Boone. This proposal that comes here as the American Farm 
Bureau’s proposal, originated in the State of Kansas, and in the 
Farm Bureau of the State of Kansas and was adopted by almost two 
to one, and it gets here to this House committee. 

We, certainly, know that we do not have unanimous agreement with 
regard to this proposal. And I would say that we could probably, 
have less in your district than in the other areas of our State. 

Mr. Breeprne. I had hoped that your organization would be able 
to get together with the Farmers Union and the Grange and the 
National Association of Wheat Growers with a unified approach to 
this whole wheat problem. Since I have been a Member of the Con- 
gress I have tried to preach unity in farm organizations, and if you do 
not have unity, certainty, you will not get very far on the House floor, 
because when you go on the House floor without a unified plan city 
members will say, “Go back to your committee until you can get 
together.” 

I have been a Farm Bureau member for many years. I helped 
organize it in Morton County, Kans. I have been a member since 
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1926. I am not for cheaper prices for wheat. Certainly not with the 
expense of operations going higher and higher each year. 

I am not saying these things to criticize you because of your posi- 
tion, but I do criticize your organization when they come out and 
advocate cheaper prices for production for the people of my district. 

Mr. Boone. Mr. Congressman, I am not for lower prices for wheat, 
either. The discussion here this morning has related to these two 

programs that have been before this committee. And basically that 
is because of fundamental philosophical differences. 

We are proposing a lower Government price support with an ex- 
pended soil bank to oe balance production and usage. We think this 
will increase the use of wheat. And, certainly, when you talk about 
agreement here in Congress and among the wheat growers and the 
Farm Bureau, we want agreement between the producers of all agri- 
cultural commodities. It is just as important to have an agreement as 
among the wheat producers in that direction. 

Mr. Breepine. In regard to the conservation reserve program at 
the present time it looks like it is in danger of not being passed. 
Would you agree to a payment in kind for the soil conservation 
program / 

Mr. Boonr. Our resolutions authorize us to use payment in kind. 
We think that the ability to use them might be limited, but I am right, 
am I not, that we have in our resolutions a payment in kind provision, 
and we have had for several years. 

Mr. Breepina. I am glad to hear you say that. I am strongly fora 
conservation reserve program. 

Mr. Boonr. As we pointed out there are areas of agreement here. 
We all want to reduce production. We want to expand the use of 
wheat. We want to reduce production, that is, total production. And 
we look on our support program as a floor and not a price. Cer- 
tainly, immediately someone asked about how much wheat would be 
produced under our program. I would point out that we had in 
1958, 1,408 million bushels of wheat. And in 1959 we had 1,100 million 
bushels of wheat—a 300-million-bushel difference. 

That was under the same program. So how can anyone predict ? 

If we reduce the total production of this country, eventually the 
farmer will get a good price in the marketplace. 

The certificate plan to me proposed a monopoly pricing scheme in 
every commodity of this country. And I think that it will be very 
difficult to ever get it completely worked out. 

Mr. Brerpine. Do you not want the same price over the entire 
country so far as wheat is concerned ? 

Mr. Boone. We have an overproduction in agriculture. It has to be 
discouraged in some way. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Smiru of Kansas. I am aware of the conditions that exist in 
northwest Kansas and as to what you have had tosay. But the thing 
that scares the average wheat farmer in my district is the unlimited 
production theory, that many of them are now going totake. And if 
you start unlimited production of wheat in Kansas you will get covered 
up with wheat. That is my personal opinion. And many of the 
farmers in my district think the same way. 
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Great emphasis has been placed upon the certificate plan. Do you 
think that you will have any less policing problems, vith that than 
you would have in this? 

Mr. Boone. I do not know where you would im ave a policing pro- 
gram. You did not have any law that you violated. 

Mr. Smrru of Kansas. Do you not think that they are going to 
send truckloads of wheat down into our area of the excess wheat. to 
compete with corn and other commodities? It took the corn farmer 
a long time to find out that the hog would eat anything but corn. 

Mr. Boone. Certainly, I would think that wheat will move into 
the feed market under our program and under the other program, too. 

I live in eastern Kansas and I grow wheat. I used to grow wheat 
for hog feed, but I have not for a good many years, because it has 
been priced too high to feed it. But in the intermountain areas, and 
in many other areas, in the blue-stem area of Kansas, we would feed 
wheat, certainly, because we have to ship corn in from Nebraska or 
Towa, and there you have a high freight cost. 

Mr. Surru of Kansas. You do not ship any more, do you? 

Mr. Boone. We buy corn that is trucked in from Nebraska and 
Missouri. 

Mr. Smitu of Kansas. Is not 90 percent of your feeding down there 
on the farm milo? 

Mr. Boone. Yes; we use more milo. But we still buy corn. 

Mr. Smiru of Kansas. Do you know of any feeders in Kansas who 
are feeding corn ? 

Mr. Boone. They are feeding milo, I know. I would say that they 
feed it predominantly, but not exclusively. 

Mr. Sairn of Kansas. You do not think that there would be many 
problems of overproduction ? 

Mr. Boonr. I think that is something for the western Kansas 
growers to answer. Most of them that I have talked to would rather 
raise wheat than milo. It is better to protect their land. They can 

reduce their machinery inventory by not having too much additional 
machinery. And what difference does it m: ake if you feed wheat in 
place of the milo that you do not raise ? 

Mr. Smirn of Kansas. The objection that I have to your program 
is that I am in sympathy with the conservation reserve, and I am 
also unsympathetic with the unlimited production theory. I just do 
not think that they will stand for it in our part of the country. I 
know what the price of wheat is going to be. So do you. I mean 
with unlimited production. 

Mr. Boone. I know that in your area, west of where you live in 
your district, that many times the price of wheat is substantially above 
the ag “te level. 

Mr. Smiru of Kansas. We put it in storage because of the high 
price. 

Mr. Boonr. In our statement—and this is a known fact—the variety 
or class of wheat that is in the biggest difficulty is Hard Red Winter. 
This is not because in the High Plains area it is not an excellent wheat 
It is because the use of it and the growth of it has been moved east- 
ward into the Corn Belt, and it results in the low milling quality of 
wheat, and that has caused an accumulation of these stocks because 
the production is large. 
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And I am sure what was behind the growers in your district in 
initiating this program was the theory that under a controlled pro- 
oram they were going to be legislated out of the right to grow wheat— 
and they need to grow wheat in volume in that part of the country. 

Mr. Smiru of Kansas. They just have been put out of it already. 

Mr. Boone. That is the reason that they want to go to a matter of 
competition on an economic basis, rather than on a political basis, for 
the right to grow wheat. 

Mr. Jennrnes. Did you say that you used to grow wheat for live- 
stock feed ¢ 

Mr. Boonn. Yes. 

Mr. Jennincs. And now you no longer are doing that? 

Mr. Boonn. No; I grow my allotment. 

Mr. Jennitncs. Do you feed it? 

Mr. Boont. I do not feed it to livestock. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Why do you not feed it? 

Mr. Boonr. Because with wheat supported at around $1.80-—— 

Mr. JENNINGS. Is that too high for wheat? 

Mr. Boone. It is too high for me to feed it. 

Mr. JENNINGS. That is not the question. Is that too high for wheat. 
Is that price too high for wheat, in other words, do you say $1.80 is 
too high or have you been buying corn because it is so much cheaper ? 

Mr. Boone. I can buy corn and milo much cheaper. 

Mr. JENNINGS. You said a while ago that because wheat was so 
high that you would not feed it to the livestock and really, in effect, 
what you were saying is that it is because corn and milo is so much 
cheaper, is that not it? 

Mr. Boonr. Well 

Mr. JeENNiNGs. What I am trying to find out is why you do not feed 
wheat. 

Mr. Boone. I will agree that it is a relative situation. 

Mr. Jenninos. What I am trying to determine, not coming from a 
large wheat producing are—I am trying to determine if you have been 
getting to much for your wheat. 

Mr. Boone. I do not think that I have been getting too much for 
wheat. 

Mr. Jenninos. Then do you think that in the corn producing areas 
and in the milo producing areas they are getting too little for their 
products ¢ 

Mr. Boone. You did not let me qualify my statement. 

Mr. JenniNGs. Excuse me. 

Mr. Boonr. I would like to see $2 wheat in the market. I have 90 
acres on my farm that should have been put to grass 15 years ago. I 
now have 60 acres of it in grass under conservation reserve, but the 
reason I have not put it into grass is because I could make too much 
money raising wheat at the support price in our area. And I am sure 
that we would return a lot of marginal land to grass utilization under 
this program. Of course, this is provided you have the conservation 
reserves to provide that alternative. 

You will never get a farmer to say what he receives for something 
is too much. 

Mr. Jennincs. Does that qualify your statement then? I want you 
to qualify your statement first. 
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Mr. Boonr. That is it. 

Mr. Jenninos. How many people belong to the Farm Bureau 
organization in your State who also belong to the Grange? TI am not 
asking this question statistically. Are there many who belong to 
the Grange and to the Farm Bureau, too? 

Mr. Boone. Yes, except that the membership of the Grange in our 
State is not very large. I do not know what it is. 

Mr. Jennincs. Why would they belong to both organizations? 
They are diametrically opposed. 

Mr. Boong. Not on many things. 

Mr. JenntnGs. Do they have a good insurance program. 

Mr. Boonr. They have an insurance program. The Grange in our 
State is a secret and fraternal type of organization, that fulfills social 
needs, as well as serving as a farm organization. 

Mr. Jenntnes. How many are in both organizations? 

Mr. Boonr. How many—I would presume that there would be a 
small percentage who have dual membership. 

Mr. Jennrneos. There isan overlapping? 

Mr. Boone. Yes. 

Mr. Jennrnes. How many of your people belong to the National 
Wheat Growers Association ? 

Mr. Boone. I would not know. I have no idea how many members 
they have in my State. 

Mr. Jenninos. Is there some overlapping? 

Mr. Boone. Yes. 

Mr. Jennrnecs. How many of the Farm Bureau people belong to 
the Grange, the Farmers Union, and to the National Wheat Growers 
Association ? 

Mr. Boonr. There issome overlapping. 

Mr. Jenntnas. How do you account for the fact that the other three 
organizations testified they were testifying for all of the farmers they 
represent there, and you testify for all of the farmers that you repre- 
sent, and you are so far apart on the farm program that is supposed 
to benefit your membership? 

Mr. Boone. I think that we testified on what the majority of the 
Farm Bureau members established as the policy of this organization. 

Mr. Jennrnos. Of course, I think that you will agree that when we 
add them all up we will have more members belonging to the organi- 
zations than there are farmers in the whole country. 

Mr. Boone. In what way are you speaking ? 

Mr. Jenninos. All of them together. 

Mr. Boone. I do not know what the total membership of all of the 
farm organizations would be, but I doubt if it is as great as the total 
number of farmers in this country. 

Mr. Jenntnos. It would come pretty close to approaching it. The 
point is it has amazed me that when the witnesses come before our 
committee to testify that they represent so many farm families. 

Mr. Boonr. I do not believe that we made that statement. 

Mr. Jenntnos. You did not. I checked back to find out. It is about 
the first time that you did not make that statement. But getting 
back to the point that Mr. Poage was talking about a while ago, we 
have 55 million acres now of wheat. 

Mr. Boone. Yes. 
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Mr. Jenninas. I believe Mr. Marshall said that we have about 10 
million acres of wheat out of production, that is, so that would leave 
45 million acres to produce wheat ; would it not ? 

Mr. Marsuatw. For the first year; yes. ’ 

Mr. Jenninas. Do you know how much it would produce on the 
average, almost 1 billion bushels of wheat ? 

Mr. MarsHatu. Yes. 

Mr. JenninGs. What will we do with that much wheat ? 

Mr. Marsuauu. If you add together the domestic and the export and 
so forth, we will come out about even. 

Mr. Jennines. What are you going to do with wheat in the hands 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation? You testified earlier that you 
were going to draw off for domestic use some of this wheat that the 
Commodity Credit Corporation has, and you were going to draw it for 
export, and if you did, then you would have to increase your exports 
by any given amount in order to draw any from the Commodity Credit 
Corporation ; would you not? 

Mr. Marsuauu. This situation, so far as exports are concerned, we 
are not talking about cutting away exports in any way, shape, or form. 

Mr. Jennrnos. I am not talking about that. I mean, just as we are 
going along today. sm 

Mr. Marsuauu. There is another element which is not being dis- 
cussed and, that is, the assumption that under this price support that 
everybody who is raising wheat now is going to continue to raise 
wheat, which we are sure that they will not. 

Mr. Jennrnes. I am talking about your figures. I am not going 
into all of the assumptions. I am taking your figures. We have a 
55-million-acre allotment now. Under your own figures you say that 
we will, probably, get 10 million out of wheat. 

Mr. Marsuay. The first year. 

Mr. Jennrnos. I am taking those figures. That leaves 45 million 
acres to produce wheat on, We will have about 990 million bushels of 
wheat from that which, you say, just about balances the domestic and 
export uses. What are you going to do with all of the wheat? You 
are not drawing anything down from the reserve. You said a while 
ago what you were going to do was to produce just enough wheat on 
your program, just enough to take care of the domestic use, and we 
would draw from the Commodity Credit Corporation stocks for all of 
our exports, but now you are saying that the two of them combined 
amount to the domestic and the exports, and you are advocating, I 
suppose, just sealing up the Commodity Credit Corporation and let 
it say there. What will you do? 

Mr. Marsnatu. We are going to feed considerably more wheat un- 
der this kind of a proposal, and a lot of producers will shift to other 
crops or put their land in the conservation reserve. 

{r. Jennines. Under your proposal you are going to feed how 
much wheat, would you say—how much additional wheat ? 

Mr. Marsnaty. The figures for the 20-year period, 1930 to 1949, we 
used 15.1 percent of the production at that time for feed. 

In the most recent period it dropped down to 4.9. And 15.1 per- 


— - the production in 1958 would have been about 211 million 
ushels. 
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Mr. Jennines. You figure then that we will have around 200 mil- 
lion bushels extra going into the feed market under your program? 

Mr. MarsH Act. Th: at is right. And as I mentioned a while ago, in 
my particular case—and I am no different from all of the rest of 
them in eastern Nebraska—I would go out of the wheat, but I would 
plant this in alfalfa or something else that I can use on the small 
farm. 

Mr. Jenninos. Then really we are going to have an increase in the 
production of feed grains, because of your bill? 

Mr. MarsHau. No, no. 

Mr. Jenninos. We are going to have one, because you say that acre- 
age will reduce it to around 45 million and that will take care of all 
of the domestic and export needs. You say that we are going to 
produce about 200 million bushels for feed. 

Mr. Marsnauy. These are interchangeable crops. These are the 
acres of land under production now, and will be under production 
then with the exception of what goes in under the conservation reserve. 

Mr. Jenntnos. Suppose that we do not have the soil conservation 
reserve ¢ 

Mr. Marsnary. We make this point here that it must be. 

Mr. Jennies. I know that you make the point. Suppose the soil 
conservation program goes out ? 

Mr. Marsyany. We : say that it must be in here as an integral part 
of this program to make it work. 

Mr. Jenninos. Let us say that is what you say. Let us say that 
you do not get your program, and we have a complete revolt, which 
might be, from the statements that have been made by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture officials, and many others—that the whole pro- 
gram will go down the drain, the whole soil conservation program. 
Rather, I mean the conservation reserve program, like the acreage re- 
serve—where will you be then ? 

Mr. MarsHaru. We will be back to about what we have got at the 
present time. 

Mr. Jenntnos. Then what would you advocate—do you think you 
could get together then? 

Mr. Marsnatu. We will have to take another look at that time, if 
we meet an impasse of that kind. 

Mr. Jenntnas. I think that is what you had better consider. I 
believe that is about what vou have. 

The CHatrman. Mr. Coad. 

Mr. Coan. I will be very brief, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Marshall, you 
stated a while ago that the storage wheat could be used for the pro- 
tection of the consumer in case the price goes up. In other words, 
you feel that you want to keep prices down ? 

Mr. Marsnatyt. No. What I said, in case of a shortage of produc- 
tion, so that it becomes necessary, that is, if we had a crop failure 
and it became necessary to have wheat for domestic consumption, it 
can be released from the Commodity Credit Corporation stocks for 
domestic use at this specified price support, where we do not recom- 
mend that it go into the domestic market. 

Mr. Coap. You said that your proposal of $1.30 would be a floor 
and that it is not a ceiling, is that right? 

Mr. Marswatu. That is right. 
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Mr. Coap. At just what level would you like to have the price of 
wheat or corn or any other commodity in the marketplace? 

Mr. Marsuauu. A level that will balance the market is the proper 
level. 

Mr. Coan. I asked for a level that will balance the market. What 
do you mean by that? 

Mr. MarsHatyt., You cannot give a specific figure as to what that 
will be, because the market changes, 

Mr. Coap. You do not think that any amount ought to be specified. 
President Eisenhower, when he was a candidate in 1952, stated that 
his goal was 100 percent in the marketplace, Is that your goal? 

Mr. Marsuaty. We would like to see 100 percent of parity in the 
marketplace. 

Mr. Coap. But your plan would not permit that? 

Mr. MarsuHa.x. It will permit it. 

Mr. Coap. How will it permit it—you cannot get it through the 
Commodity Credit Corporation holdings, because you are going to 
release them at 80 percent, are you not—so you have placed a ceiling 
on it. You say that it can be had under this program. You cannot 
obtain 100 percent of parity in the marketplace with this program 
that you have offered. 

Mr. MarsHatu. Not so long as you have a billion and a half bushels 
of wheat in storage. After that youcan. This is a part of the wages 
of our operation here in the past. We have built up surpluses and we 
have to get rid of them first. 

Mr, Coap. Why can you not put it at 100 percent or 105 percent, 
instead of 80 percent—why put a ceiling that the market cannot. go 
up? 

Mt r. MarsHALL. You have to get this wheat used. 

Mr. Coan. If there were a scarcity, and you had to use it, would you 
not use it at 100 percent of parity, the same as at 80 percent ? 

Mr. MarsHaty. You would use a little less, I think, The higher 
the price goes, the less you would use. 

Mr. Coap. What are you going to use then, if that isa fact ? 

Mr. Marsuaty. Then they will use something else, instead of wheat. 

Mr. Coap. What else will they use? Obviously they will have to 
use it, because that is the only source they have. 

Mr. MarsHary. During war times 

Mr. Coan. I am not talking about war times. We are talking about 
the proposal that you have presented here. 

Mr. Marsuauu. There is an example, though, that existed during 
war-time rationing when people used substitutes for wheat. 

Mr. Coap. You stated a while ago that a payment in kind program 
was an alternative that you have? 

Mr. Marswatu. Yes. 

Mr. Coap. However, in my conversations about this, I do not think 
that this has been brought out here this morning, the conservation re- 
serve of 60 million acres is to be paid on the present national average, 
is that not correct—$14 or $18 or $20, according to a given State—I 
do not know what the payment plan for the 60 million acres actually is, 
but you have not come tec with a concrete proposal on the pay- 
ment in kind, is that right ? 

Mr. Hitu. No, we have not. 
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Mr. Marsuatt. Not in this. 

Mr. Coap. Mr. Livingston was before this committee, Mr. Hill, pro- 
posing a payment in kind plan. Would that plan be acceptable to the 

arm Bureau Federation ? 

Mr. Hit. In the first place, I am not really familiar with what he 
presented. We would like to see the payment in kind, if it is used, 
used after we attain the 60 million acres which we think has got to be 
paid for in cash. 

Mr. Coan. I admit that you will have to have a large conservation 
base before you can get into it. 

Mr. Hitx. After that it seems to me, and I am sure that this is Farm 
Bureau policy, that we would be real glad to take as a possibility the 
payment in kind when we get through this. But if you start right in 
with the payment in kind, you really do not really reduce the total 
amount that is being fed. 

Mr. Coap. Depending on the percentages and how large the conser- 
vation is, is that right ? 

Mr. Hix. Yes. 

Mr. Coap. There is a bill which has been introduced by the senior 
minority member of this committee, Mr. Hoeven, to heevide for a pay- 
ment in kind program for corn and for other purposes. Does the 
Farm Bureau of Iowa, or the American Farm Bureau Federation sup- 
port that plan ? 

Mr. Hit. We really have not studied it—have not taken a position 
on it. As I say, Mr. Coad, we prefer the payment in kind thing, and 
we think it has some merit, but we should like to gear it in after we at- 
tain the 60 million acres. I do not know whether Mr. Hoeven’s bill 
does that or not. 

Mr. Coap. Would you make a report on that for the record as to 
whether or not this bill does qualify ? 

Mr. Hii. Would we make a report ? 

Mr. Coap. Would you furnish such a report for the record, after you 
have had time to analyze it? 

Mr. Hitt. I will be happy to doso. I would like to visit with Mr. 
Hoeven about it. 

Mr. Coap. I am sure that he would like for you todo so. We have 
had various bills. And I think that we ought to get down to some 
specifics, so that we know what we are talking about in payment in 
kind. Some bills may or may not have the proposal in that we want. 
I think that we ought to make a record on that. I would appreciate it 
if you will, at this point, include that in the record. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that that statement be 
permitted to appear in the record at this point. 

The CuarrMan. Very well. 

(The information follows :) 

Farm Bureau can support the principle of payment in kind; however, we 
believe that this program would work much better following a program that gets 
out about 60 million acres of land in the conservation reserve. As we under- 
stand Mr. Hoeven’s bill, it would require the establishment of acreage allotments 
for corn. We do not believe this is necessary. We think that the present corn 
and feed grain program, if allowed to operate, will balance production with 
market demand. 


We believe that the combination of the conservation reserve and wheat pro- 
posal recommended by Farm Bureau is preferable to the Hoeven bill. 
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Mr. Breepinea. I would like to ask you one more question before we 
adjourn. You made a statement awhile ago wherein you criticized 
the certificate plan which has been offered, that it would put too much 
wheat in the feed market. Do you realize that they are cutting the 
feed grain supplies by approximately 200 million bushels in their 
recommendation in this bill 4 

Mr. Marsuaty. One of our objections was—that is, the principal 
objection—the fact that it is a subsidized approach to the feed 
market, that is, a blended price which the producers of feed grains 
objected to. 

Mr. Breeprne. I realize that, too, but also, if we are going to cut 
the production, the total production of feed grains by 200 million 
bushels, it should have quite a bearing on the feed market. Would 
you be interested, Mr. Marshall, in a payment in kind on this land 
that comes out of production—would you accept the payment in kind 
in feed grains ¢ 

Mr. Marsuauyu. We have in our resolution an endorsement of that. 

Mr. Breepinc. Would you accept feed grains for payment in kind 
rather than in wheat? The reason I make that statement is that the 
acreage reduction will come out of feed grain production. 

Mr. MarsHaLu. Some are growing grain sorghums. 

Mr. BreepinG. Barley, oats, grain sorghums, and other feed grains; 
are they not ? 

Mr. Marsuatu. That is right. 

Mr. Lynn. Excuse me, Mr. Breeding, but not to the extent as the 
figures indicate in the presentation of the certificate plan, I mean, the 
figures indicate some 24 million acres, and the statistics show only 
about 11 million acres. 

Mr. Breepinc. They take out between 5 and 6 million acres of feed 
grains. On the payment-in-kind proposition for this reduction would 
a payment in kind in feed grains, rather than in wheat, be a proper 
approach to it ¢ 

Mr. Lynn. Yes. 

Mr. Breeptne. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, gentlemen, for appearing. 
We will now recess until Monday morning at 10 o’clock. 

(Thereupon, at 12:10 p.m., the committee took a recess, to recon- 
vene Monday, March 14, 1960, at 10 a.m.) 
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MONDAY, MARCH 14, 1960 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:05 a.m., in room 1310, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Harold D. Cooley (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present: Representatives Cooley, Poage, McMillan, Abernethy, Al- 
bert, Thompson, Jones, Hagen, Johnson, Jennings, Matthews, Coad, 
Breeding, Stubblefield, McSween, Hogan, Levering, Hoeven, Belcher, 
McIntire, Dixon, Smith, Teague, Quie, Short, Mrs. May, Pirnie, and 
Latta. 

Also present: Representative Horan. 

Christine S. Gallagher, clerk; Hyde H. Murray, assistant clerk; 
John Heimburger, counsel; and Francis M. LeMay, consultant. 

The CuarrMan. The committee will please be in order. 

We have with us today Hon. Marvin L. McLain, Assistant Secre- 
tary, U.S. Department of Agriculture. Mr. McLain, we are delighted 
to have you with us, and we will be glad to hear you now. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MARVIN L. McLAIN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
ACCOMPANIED BY MARTIN SORKIN, ASSISTANT TO THE SECRE- 
TARY, AND EDWARD SHULMAN, DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL, 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. McLarn. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
appreciate this opportunity to appear before your committee to give 
the Department’s views on the wheat problem and the administra- 
tion’s preference with respect to possible alternative changes needed 
in wheat legislation. 

It is essential that this problem be resolved at this session of the 
Congress. Failure to act constructively could result in irreparable 
harm to the entire farm price support program. We must not allow 
this to happen. 

I first should like to review briefly what this administration has 
done to help wheat producers. Then I should like to review the de- 
facts in the current wheat program which need to be changed to place 
the program on a sound basis. Then I will proceed to a discussion 
of our preferred program, keeping in mind that, as the President indi- 
cated in his message of February 9, 1960, we stand ready to accept 
any constructive alternative. 
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ACTIONS TAKEN TO ASSIST WHEAT PRODUCERS 


While we have taken many actions to assist wheat producers, we 
recognize that there are still many unsolved problems. Here are some 
of the things we have done. 

And when we say “we”, we mean not only the Executive and the 
Department, but, also, the Congress. 

We recommended, and the Congress enacted, in 1954, the Agricul- 
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act, Public Law 480, to 
dispose of surpluses. Under this law since 1955 we have programed 
the export movement of more than 1.4 billion bushels of wheat. 

Every bushel of wheat exported is subsidized. The average per 
bushel export subsidy has been as follows: 


Cents Cents 
IS eee ee 75 a aa a a Se diet 74 
I care aD uaa oA DS | EGE reg ee cee ver ee eee cee ee ae 56.5 
0 Ee eee ee 79 1959-60 (estimated)... ..... 55-60 


In 1956-57 we exported 549 million bushels of wheat, the highest 
level in history. This is also the largest quantity ever exported by any 
country in any one year. In 1958-59 exports reached 443 million 
bushels. For 1959-60—the current marketing year—it is now ex- 
pected that exports will be about the same as last year. 

We put into effect a wheat payment-in-kind export program which 
utilizes the facilities of the private trade and has had the effect of 
boosting the domestic prices of wheat. 

In order to discourage production of undesirable types of wheat we 
have provided for a 20-cent per bushel quality differential. 

Major efforts in our wheat research program involve (1) a search 
for sources of breeding stocks resistant to virulent races of stem rust 
and other destructive diseases, (2) the development of commercially 
acceptable varieties resistant to sawfly and other hazards, (3) im- 
provement in quality of all classes of wheat to better meet demands 
of the trade, and (4) utilization and market development. 

In 1958 we recommended, and the Congress passed, Public Law 
85-203, under which wheat producers failing to comply with acreage 
allotments would suffer some loss of wheat allotment in subsequent 
years. This greater penalty on noncompliance resulted in a reduc- 
tion of over 1 million acres of wheat in 1959 on the larger wheat farms. 


THE WHEAT PROBLEM 


We now are facing a crisis in wheat. There is no denying it or 
escaping it. This in short is the problem: 

1. We now expect wheat carryover stocks to reach an alltime high 
of over 1.3 billion bushels as of July 1, 1960. If we did not produce 
another bushel in 1960, we would still have enough wheat to meet all 
current domestic needs and probable exports and have a carryover of 
about 300 million bushels. However, a relatively large crop is al- 
ready forecast for 1960 and prospects are that we will add substantially 
to our stocks from the 1960 crop. 

Our reports indicate that the best estimate of the Grange and the 
Department would indicate that we would come July 1, 1961, and 
have, approximately, 1.5 billion bushels of wheat carryover. This 
would mean a total Federal investment of over $3.5 billion. 


a 
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2. The reasons for this buildup are these: 

(a) Yields: A fantastic increase has occurred in yield per acre due 
to exceptionally good weather and improved cultural practices. The 
record yield of 27 bushels per acre in 1958 was up about one-fourth. 
The average for the last 4 years of 22.6 bushels is well above the 
average yield for any similar period in history. 

(6) Overplanting: Allotments were overplanted by more than 5 
million acres in 1959, due to inadequacies in the control program. 

(c) Too large a minimum national acreage allotment : Twenty years 
ago when the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, set 
a minimum national acreage allotment of 55 million acres, yields 
were less than 13 bushels per planted acre. In the 1950’s average 
yields have been nearly 18 bushels. A normal wheat crop on this 
minimum will produce 1.2 billion bushels. 


You will notice that I say “normal wheat crops,” and we have not 


had normal for some time, or about 100 to 150 million bushels more 
than total requirements at current support levels. 

(d) Compliance on a harvested basis: The law was amended to 
determine compliance with allotments and quotas on the basis of the 
harvested rather than a planted basis. Under this provision farmers 
can overplant, keep the ae acreage, and destroy the poorest. This 
tends to increase the yield per harvested acre. 

(e) Fifteen-acre exemption: In 1941 Congress exempted farms pro- 
ducing 15 acres or less from marketing quotas. The number of farms 
coming under this exemption has expanded, year by year, resulting 
in a cutback in acreage allotments allowed in the areas not using this 
provision and an increase in carryover of wheat. In 1959 the farms 
exceeding their allotments under the 15-acre exemption planted two 
and a half times their allotment—4.6 million acres more than their 
allotments. 

This table shows that it is not a new thing. It has been going on 
for several years. 


Farms seeding in excess of allotment under 15-acre exemption 





— A : 
| 1956 } 1957 1958 1959 
| (estimated) | (estimated) 

} 


Number of farms... 537, 933 624, 848 647, 070 689, 636 

Allotted acres __ . ‘ -------| 2, 104, 129 2, 340, 819 2, 593, 554 3, 062, 155 

Wheat acres 6, 564, 565 | 7, 101, 922 7, 646, 207 
| 





Be sure that you remember when you relate this to the increase in 
acreage. 

(f) Wheat: On July 1, 1952, the carryover of wheat was 256 mil- 
lion bushels. However, during 1951 and 1952 announcements were 
made to the effect that there would be no acreage allotments for the 
1952 and 1953 crops and that price supports would be maintained at 
90 percent of parity. I am sure that this committee recognizes that 
the Commodity Credit Corporation acquisition dates for wheat are 
in the calendar year following the crop year in which the crop was 
harvested. On June 2, 1952, the press io making the announce- 


ment regarding the 1953 crop price support quotes the then Secretary 
of Agriculture as follows: 
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In view of the national emergency and the need to maintain reserve supplies 
of wheat sufficiently large to meet unpredictable situations which may develop 
during a continuation of the emergency, it has been determined that marketing 
quotas and acreage allotments will not be used for the 1953 crop of wheat. 

The increased dependence since World War II of many foreign countries on 
the United States to help them meet their food needs is a condition of paramount 
importance in planning our wheat production programs. The export of wheat 
by the United States is an important factor in dealing with friendly countries 
in the common defense effort. Since the war, the shipment of wheat to these 
countries has averaged more than 400 million bushels a year or a little over one- 
third of our annual production. And the demand for wheat by these countries 
is expected to continue at a high level. 

Wheat being a universal grain, it may be substituted for other grains in case 
an emergency should arise requiring such use of wheat. For instance, during 
the war, 275 million bushels of wheat were used for industrial purposes, mostly 
for the manufacture of synthetic rubber. During this same period of critical 
need, nearly a billion bushels of wheat above normal use was required to supple- 
ment our feed crops in the feeding of livestock. 


That is the end of quotation of the former Secretary of Agriculture 
on June 2, 1952. 

The 1952 and 1953 crops were substantially above requirements. 
As a result, the carryover stocks on July 1, 1954, increased over the 
July 1, 1952, level by ‘67 8 million bushels to 933 million bushels. This 
was the largest 2 2-year increase on record. It is important to recognize 
that the program specifications which resulted in this tremendous 
2-year increase in carryover stocks were promulgated prior to January 
1953. 

I am not critical in putting this in the record, because at that time 
I think that there were, probably, good reasons for the then Sec- 
retary of Agriculture making such a statement, but I do want to make 
it a part of ‘the record, to show where we started from, so that people 
will know, because sometimes people get mixed up on this point. 

The Cuarmman. And we were fighting i in Korea at the time that 
the Secretary made that statement. 

Mr. McLain. That is correct. That is the reason that I said what 
I said. 

On February 9, 1960, the President forwarded to Congress a special] 
message on agriculture. In this message, the President said: 


I have repeatedly expressed my preference for programs that will ultimately 
free the farmer rather than subject him to increasing governmental restraints. 
I am convinced that most farmers hold the same view. But whatever the legis- 
lative approach, whether toward greater freedom or more regimentation, it must 
be sensible and economically sound and not a political poultice. 

And it must be enacted promptly. I will approve any constructive solution 
that the Congress wishes to develop, by “constructive” meaning this: 

First, that price support levels be realistically related to whatever policy 
the Congress chooses in respect to production control, it being recognized that 
the higher the support the more regimented must be the farmer. 

Second, that price support levels not be so high as to stimulate still more 
excessive production, reduce domestic markets, and increase the subsidies 
required to hold world outlets. 

Third, for reasons long expressed by the administration, that we avoid direct 
subsidy payment programs for crops in surplus: likewise we must avoid pro- 
grams which would invite harmful countermeasures by our friends abroad, or 
which, while seeking to assist one group of farmers, would badly hurt other 
farmers. 

Within these three guidelines, I am constantly ready to approve any one or a 
combination of constructive proposals. I will approve legislation which will 


— 
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eliminate production controls, or make them really effective, or allow the farmers 
themselves to choose between realistic alternatives. I am willing to gear sup- 
ports to market prices of previous years, or to establish supports in accordance 
with general rather than specific provisions of law, or to relate price supports 
to parity. 

I recognize that these observations are general in nature. They are in- 
tentionally so in order to leave the Congress room for alternative constructive 
approaches to this problem. If the Congress should so act, I urge an orderly 
expansion of the conservation reserve program up to 60 million acres, with 
authority granted the Secretary of Agriculture to direct the major expansion 
of this program to areas of greatest need. 

That is the end of quote of the President. 

In accordance with the President’s recommended preference, we are 
proposing the following wheat program: 


1. Conservation reserve 


Extend the conservation reserve for 3 years with authorization to 
place up to 60 million acres in the program. Provide authorization 
for the use of corn and other feed grains and wheat as payment-in- 
kind. Provide authorization for giving special consideration to areas 
where it is desirable for soil conservation and production adjustment 
purposes to discourage production of wheat and other surplus crops. 


2. Wheat 


(a) Eliminate acreage allotments and marketing quotas for wheat 
beginning with the 1961 crop. 

(b) Establish price-support levels for each of the crops of wheat 
harvested in 1961, 1962, and 1963, equal to 75 percent of the average 
price received for wheat by farmers during the 3 calendar years im- 
mediately preceding the calendar year in which the marketing year 
for such crop begins. 

(c) Establish a level of price support for the 1964 crop of wheat and 
thereafter at 90 percent of the average price received by farmers dur- 
ing the 3 calendar years immediately preceding the calendar year in 
which the marketing year for such crop begins. 

(d) Establish a minimum sales price for wheat beginning July 1, 
1961, based upon 100 percent of the 3-year average price for wheat 
used in establishing the price-support level in effect. 

This combined approach has as its objective that of achieving a 
balance between resource use and markets by aiding farmers to shift 
resources out of agriculture and lessening the intensity with which 
some others are used. Transferring some land crops to growing of 

ass is an illustration. This undeniably involves difficult problems, 

ut it is the route which holds the best prospects over the long run. 

Such a program must be highly selective if adjustments are to be 
made where they should be made—in the commodities and classes of 
commodities in surplus, in the right areas and on the right farms. 
They should be voluntary responses to inducements provided from 
public funds. 

This program needs to be accompanied by a gradual reduction in 
price supports lest the public be placed in the impossible situation 
of being asked to finance adjustments in surplus crops on the one hand 
while providing inducements to stay in production of those crops on 
the other. Reduction in support levels also is logical as the market 
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strengthens with an improvement in the supply and demand balance, 
Price supports should be related to a percentage of market price 
averages of recent years. 

Certain advantageous consequences would result from this ap- 
proach. The use of resources devoted to the production of wheat and 
other surplus commodities would be reduced. Better land use would 
come about, with high-hazard land going into pasture and hay. Other 
conservation measures would be adopted by farmers. Farmers could 
more effectively manage their farms and crop rotations. There would 
be an adjustment of acreage between competing crops. Costs would 
be greatly reduced. 

We would recommend this program providing greater freedom. 
But on the other hand if Congress decides to provide for a control 
program for wheat it is absolutely essential that the many loopholes 
be closed and that effective actions be taken to reduce production 
until surpluses are eleminated. 


CONCLUSION 


Continuing the present wheat program will mean a further buildup 
in carryover stocks, as I have earlier indicated to you. This could 
mean a breakdown of all price-support programs. Congress has 
proved that it can act swiftly. There is time for action in this ses- 
sion. Congress has it within its power to enact a sound, realistic 
wheat program. By doing so wheat producers may be saved from 
eventual disaster—disaster which could put in jeopardy all farm 
price-support programs. None of us wants this tohappen. We must 
not let it happen. 

We are deeply appreciative of the difficult legislative decisions with 
which this committee is faced. We are anxious to be of assistance. 

We will supply promptly any further factual data available and 
the best judgments that can be had from the Department on any 
proposals. 

As the President has said to Congress: 

Continuation of the price-support and production-control programs in their 
present form would be intolerable. * * * The situation calls for prompt and 
forthright action. 

The draft of the Department’s recommended bill is attached. 

I would like to have this bill included with my statement, together 
with the two tables which have been furnished every member of this 
committee. The one table, in particular, I think that you ought to 
look at carefully. It was one which was prepared some time ago, 
but which really spells out how we have been able to export the tre- 
mendous amounts of wheat that we have, primarily with the Gov- 
ernment’s assistance programs like the Marshall plan and Public Law 
480 and the other programs that we have used. 

It will be interesting to have this information in your files, because 
if people raise questions in this area, as they many times do, this 
information is given out. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I will be glad to try to answer any 
questions that I can. 

I again say to you, that I realize the difficult position that the 
committee is in, but time is awaiting. 
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The Cuairman. Thank you very much, Mr. McLain. The bill 
that. you have submitted, together with the two tables, will be in- 
cluded in the record at this point. 

(The bill and the two tables follow :) 


A BILL To provide a more effective program for wheat and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That title I of the Agricultural Act of 1949, 
as amended, is further amended by adding at the end thereof the following: 

“Seo. 106. Notwithstanding the provisions of section 101 of this Act, price 
support for wheat beginning with the 1961 crop shall be as follows: 

“(a) The level of price support to producers for the 1961 crop of wheat, the 
1962 crop of wheat, and the 1968 crop of wheat, respectively, shall be 75 per 
centum of the average price received for wheat by farmers during the three 
calendar years immediately preceding the calendar year in which the marketing 
year for such crop begins. 

“(b) The level of price support to producers for the 1964 crop of wheat and 
each subsequent crop of wheat shall be 90 per centum of the average price 
received for wheat by farmers during the three calendar years immediately 
preceding the calendar year in which the marketing year for such crop begins.” 

The Secretary Shall determine and announce the level of price support for 
each crop of wheat in advance of the planting season on the basis of the sta- 
tistics and other information available at that time, and such price support 
level shall be final. 

Sec. 2. The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is amended by 
adding the following new section after section 338: 

“Seo. 339. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, acreage allotments 
and marketing quotas shall not be established for the 1961 and subsequent crops 
of wheat.” 

Sec. 3. Section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, is further 

amended by changing the period at the end of the third sentence thereof to a 
colon and adding the following: 
“Provided further, That, beginning with the marketing year for the 1961 crop 
of wheat, for the purpose of determining the minimum sales price for wheat, 
the current price support level therefor shall be deemed to be equal to 100 per 
centum of the three-year average price for wheat used in establishing the 
current price support level for wheat.” 

Sec. 4. Section 108(b) of the Soil Bank Act is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following: 

“Effective beginning with 1961, the Secretary shall give special consideration 
to those States and regions where it is desirable for soil conservation or pro- 
duction adjustment purposes to discourage the production of wheat and other 
surplus crops as determined by the Secretary.” 

Sec. 5. Section 109 of the Soil Bank Act is amended: 

(1) By amending subsection (a) to read as follows: 

“(a) The Secretary is authorized to formulate and announce programs under 
this subtitle B and to enter into contracts thereunder with producers during 
the eight-year period 1956-63 to be carried out during the period ending not 
later than December 31, 1972, except that contracts for the establishment of 
tree cover may continue until December 31, 1977.” 

(2) By amending subsection (c) to read as follows: 

“In carrying out the conservation reserve program, the Secretary shall not 
at any time enter into contracts which together with contracts then in effect 
cover more than 60 million acres.” 

Sec. 6. Effective beginning with contracts entered into after the date of 
this Act, section 107(b) (2) of the Soil Bank Act is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following: 

“The Secretary is authorized to provide for payment of the annual payment 
through the issuance of certificates which the Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall redeem in wheat or feed grains in accordance with regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary.” 

Sec. 7. Section 211 of the Agricultural Act of 1956 is amended by striking 
out “three years’? wherever it appears therein and substituting “six years”. 
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Taste 1—Wheat: Value of production per acre and average value of farmland, 


United States, annual, 1938-58 


| | 

Harvested 
Year acreage 

| 


(1,000 acres) 


| 
a et pie gee te ona 69, 197 | 
PM ene Ln ek 52. 669 | 
53, 273 | 





43, 806 
er 53, 577 
ee 3 53, 217 


Yield per 
acre | price 
(bushels) 


| 
| 


received by per acre 
| farmers ! | 
| (per bushel) 
‘i 
13.3 | $0. 56 | $7. 47 
14.1 69 | 9.73 
15.3 | 68 | 10. 43 
16.8 | 94 15. 90 
19.5 1.10 | 2 
16.4 | 1. 36 | 22. 37 
17.7 | 1.41 | 25. 07 
17.0 1.50 | 25. 49 
17.2 1.91 | 32. 80 
18.2 2. 29 41.73 | 
17.9 1. 99 | 35. 59 
14. 5 | 1, 88 27.16 
16.5 | 2.00 | 33. 15 
16.0 2.11 | 33. 76 
18.4 2. 09 | 38. 37 
17.3 | 2. 04 | 35. 24 
18. 1 2.12 | 38. 31 
19.8 | 1. 98 | 39, 22 
20.2 | 1.97 | 39. 65 
21.7 | 1.93 | 41. 98 
27.3 | 1.72 | 46. 90 
RUT Raden ose nbanekloneeee hance 


1 Includes an allowance for unredeemed loans and purchase agreement 


rate. 
2 As of March 1. 
3 For harvest July 1. 
4 Indicated July 1. 


July 1959. 


| Season 
average 


Value of 
production 





Average 
value of 
farmland 
per acre 2 


deliveries valued at the average 
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The Cuairman. As I understand it, you prefer to eliminate acreage 
allotments and marketing quotas beginning with the 1961 crop? 

Mr. McLary. Right. 

The Cuatrman. In other words, in order to give the wheat farmer 
freedom to plant all he wants to plant? 

Mr. McLain. Yes. If you remove allotments, that will be correct. 

The Cuatrman. Do you think that will result in a decrease in the 
overall production of wheat ? 

Mr. McLarn. If adjustments in price are made, we are sure that it 
will after, probably, the first year or two. 

The Cuamman. What will happen to the acreage that is diverted 
from wheat? 

Mr. McLarn. The acreage that is diverted from wheat, Mr. Cooley— 
let us back up and put it this way—all of the acres that are not under 
the conservation reserve, not being followed in the wheat country, 
are being used. If they are not used for wheat, they are used for grain 
sorghums or barley or whatever the farmer plants where he has an 
alternative. 

The Cuamran. He will put it into other feed grains? 

Mr. McLarty. He has been doing that. He will continue to do it. 
Unless you come up with a program like an expansion in the conserva- 
tion reserve—we is not care what you call it—if you want to call it 
something else, fine—but the only possible way to cut back in this total 
of all feed grains and wheat is to set aside some land. 

And when you do it, you have also to take part of the production 
stimulus out. 

The Cuatrman. You do not contemplate a referendum among the 
wheat farmers ? 

Mr. McLarn. We think the Congress ought to face up to this and 
pass a law that would correct the situation. If the Congress and this 
committee does not want to do it that way, and I can see reasons why 
you might not, as we have indicated, and the President has indicated, 
we would not object to a referendum if the alternatives meet the speci- 
fication of what we think is constructive. 

I would caution you quickly and say to you that if one of the alter- 
natives in the referendum were set up so that it did not meet the 
specifications, or was done in order to influence the voting in the direc- 
tion that might not be in the long-time best interests of the wheat 
farmers, I do not think that we would be for that kind of a referen- 
dum. But if the referendum approaches were realistic, I think, as 
we have indicated, we would be willing to look at it. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, if we provided for strict controls, 
acreage allotments, and marketing quotas on wheat, and provided for 
a price support at a level which you considered unrealistic, or would 
cause overproduction, you would not favor that ? 

Mr. McLarn. That is correct. 

The Carman. Suppose that we would provide a program of strict 
controls; that is, acreage allotments and marketing quotas, with a 
penalty on the production, would you be willing to go along with a 
reasonable high-price support, so as to induce the farmer to reduce his 
acreage allotment? 

Mr. McLarn. Mr. Cooley, we tried hard to find out in this statement 
that if you raise the price support to, say, 85 percent of parity, and do 
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these other things, we think you are trying to go in two directions at 
the same time, because the higher you make the incentive, the more 
difficult and more costly it is to set the land aside. When you guar- 
antee a farmer 90 percent of parity for his wheat crop, when you “start 
trying to buy that land away from him, you just have to pay a pretty 
fancy price to get it. 

The Carman. A realistic program that has worked very well, I 
think, is the tobacco program we have. We have fixed it now so that 
the farmer just cannot grow tobacco beyond the allotted acres. He is 
prohibited from doing so. He cannot afford to do it. So, conse- 
quently, they stay within the acreage allotment. 

Of course I grant you that many of them are doing all they can to 
increase production on the units of land they have available. Where 
you have unlimited production of wheat and no controls of the land 
which is diverted from the wheat, it is all going into feed grains. 

Mr. McLarn. As you well know, the tobacco people have done the 
most conscientious job i in trying to make a program work. They have 
a commodity that, in the first plac e, cannot be produced in other parts 
of the country. They have a commodity that is well fitted to a tight 
control plan. 

I point out to you, though, even though I am in sympathy with the 
tobacco program, that the big end of the land that has come out of 
tobacco has been free to go into feed grains and other things. 

There has never been any eae prohibiting that. I grant 
that this amount is infinitesimal as related to the problem that. we 
are talking about here. But let us not forget this. Sometimes we do. 
We just assume that people have not done anything to shift their 
alee onto other people. I know better than this, and I have been 
down there. You have been down there, and you know that there are 
many areas that have quite logically put in feed grains, because the 
southeast part of the country ought to be raising more livestock. 

This is not as clear cut as it sounds, on the surface sometimes. I am 
sure you realize that. But I think that the rest of the committee ought 
to understand that. 

A tobacco program with a rigid control has done a good job, in my 
judgment, of keeping the price of tobacco up. It is pretty much of 
a reasonable thing all the way through. 

I could also point out to you that many of the exporters who came 
to me when we finally went along with this bill that was approved in 
this session pointed out that the current price of tobacco was losing 
and is going to lose some more potential export markets. 

The CuHamman. You know why that was. It was something that 
nobody could foresee, not even the people that drafted the law, not 
even I, who sat here on the committee and tried to help pass it, realized 
the effect that formula would have—that when these and other com- 
modities went down, tobacco would go up. I did not realize it. I do 
not think anybody else realized it. 

Mr. McLarn. I am sure that they did not. 

The Cuarrman. I am not trying to sell you on the idea of a wheat 
bill. TI am willing to take a chance with most any kind of a wheat 
bill. Wheat is an important crop. It is not important in our area, 
but it is in other areas. 
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Mr. McLain. There is one other thing that can favor tobacco. I 
know that you like to get all of these things in the record and I think 
you ought to be entitled to have them. 

Remember, outside of the little that has been programed under 
Public Law 480—and it has not been very much—we have a one-price 
system in tobacco. We move tobacco into export at the domestic 
prices. We do not have $1.15 a bushel ‘subsidy on it. This is the 
thing you ought to be talking about. It is something to be proud of, 

The Cuamman. The tobacco program has not been operated as 
loosely as other programs have been operated. We have been able 
to hold it in line. 

Mr. McLatn. The other thing you must remember—and I know 
that you want to be fair—it would have been impossible to raise 
tobacco in other sections of the country with 15 acres or 1 acre mini- 
mum whereas if you could have raised it in other sections you would 
have been in the same trouble as you are with wheat. 

The Cuatrman. That is right. I have never been in favor of the 
15-acre men growing all they wanted to grow. If you want to get 
away from the 15-acre program, and these farmers, these Congress- 
men, want it, I will go along with any wheat program that will im- 
prove the situation that we have now. I think it is a sad day when 
we cannot get out any wheat legislation. 

The farm bureau has a program. You have a program. The 
grange has a program. The Farmers Union has a program. And 
there we are. Is there any way that we can compose these differences 
and work out a bill? And, if there is, I want to do it. 

Mr. Horven. We are facing a very practical situation, as you well 
pointed out. Iam one of those who tries to approach this problem in 
a realistic way. 

Perhaps we should submit a referendum to the wheat farmers of 
this country so they may decide for themselves what type of program 
they want to live under. What do you think about a referendum ? 

Mr. McLarty. Mr. Hoeven, as the President has said, and the Sec- 
retary has said we do not object to a referendum if the alternatives 
are those we could accept. We cannot be a part of a referendum— 
I say that the Department cannot—I cannot speak for what the 
President will do, as you well Sciam my instructions are, as we 
have tried in as clear language as we can to put in the President’s 
message as to what the guidelines are, if they are within those guide- 
lines, why we will goalong with the referendum. 

Mr. Hoeven. You are one of our good and practical lowa farmers. 

Mr. McLarty. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Hoeven. You are also well acquainted with the problems of the 
Corn Belt. How would the administration bill affect the Corn Belt 
as far as diverting acres into feed grains, thus placing them in com- 
petition with feed grains and corn in the Corn Belt ? 

Mr. McLarn. I think this would have less impact, the bill that 
we have proposed. As you well know we have studied these two bills, 
the approach that the ‘F arm Bureau has taken, and ours, and this 
is materially different only in some detail in ours which both move 
in the same direction. 

I think this would have very little impact as compared to many 
other proposals currently before this committee on the feed grain 
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roducing area and, also, the livestock producing area. This is true, 
f am sure, because of the many contacts that I have had personally, 
as well as knowing a little about how this part of the country feels, 

Mr. Poace. I wonder if you would tell us what your plan would 
mean in dollars to the wheat farmers. You say 75 percent of the last 
3 years. What does that mean in dollars? 

Mr. McLarty. As best we can get accurate figures, support would 
be around $1.35 per bushel for the first year. 

Mr. Poacr. That is just a little higher than the Farm Bureau’s 

rice—just about 5 cents. 

Mr. McLain. I have not seen the exact figure in theirs. I would 
gather this would be approximately right, Mr. Poage. 

Mr. Poace. The second year it would be somewhat lower? 

Mr. McLarn. Yes. 

Mr. Poace. In the third year it would be lower than that? 

Mr. McLatn. The first 3 years it would come down, and then it 
would level back up again. 

Mr. Poace. Well now, you say it would level back up, how would 
it level back up—you would have a loss during those 3 years. 

Mr. McLarn. That is correct. 

Mr. Poacr. That is, a lesser amount each succeeding year. How 
does that get back up ? 

Mr. McLain. No, no. The figures will show that the fourth year 
it will come back up above the third year. We have worked it out. 
When you start projecting exactly what the market price of wheat 
is going to be in 1962, 1963, and 1964, not knowing what the good 
Lord is going to do in the way of a crop, or whether we might be in a 
war, you are talking about a lot of unknowns. So it is just this 
simple. If you use the 75 percent for the 3 years, and the 90 percent 
for the fourth year, everything being normal, it would bring the 
price supports back up the fourth year. 

Mr. Poace. I do not follow that. 

I do not know what you are assuming to have been the average 
price the last 3 years, but I had understood it to be about $1.80. 

Mr. McLarn. I do not like to be putting figures in here that we 
cannot back up completely. We will put in the record exactly what 
we think they would be. 

I can say for the record right now that our estimate for the first 
year, in 1961, would be $1.35. After that, then, you get into the 
element of uncertainty as to what the market price is going to be, 
depending upon primarily what the price of your crop is and what 
the demand is. 

Mr. Poage. Of course, you assume that you will reduce the cro 
by turning farmers loose and telling them that they can grow all 
they want. Then you are going to assume that they will be getting 
a higher price ¢ 

Mr. McLain. Let us not forget this, Mr. Poage. Part of our 
package is to increase dramatically the conservation reserve which 
will set aside vast areas of wheatland. 

Mr. Poacs. I have not forgotten that, but I have not forgotten 
that there has been very little reduction of production, as a result of 
the existing soil bank. I will not say that it has not had any effect, 
but I will say that it has had very little effect. I think everybody 


realizes that. 
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I think, of course, if you put another 30 million acres into the con- 
servation reserve it will have more effect than the first 30 million acres 
did. I do not think there is any doubt about that. I think that you 
will begin to see some reduction in production when you put another 
30 million acres in it. 

Mr. McLatn. It does not have to go that high before you begin to 
see the effect of it very dramatically. 

Mr. Poace. We have not seen any result from the first 28 million 
acres, have we ¢ 

Mr. McLain. I would not say that. 

Mr. Suorr. If you will yield, we should keep our thinking in proper 
perspective as the effect of the soil bank program and the land re- 
tirement program, so as to get a true picture of the units of actual 
production, as to what would have happened, because if the land in 
the land retirement had not been in effect you would have had a much 
larger amount. 

Mr. McLain. I could say that would be true in North Dakota. You 
know at first hand what has happened there. We have had com- 
plaints from North Dakota and South Dakota and three or four 
other States. We have taken so much land out that even the business- 
men there are complaining about it. ‘That means just one thing, that 
the thing is working. 

Mr. Suorr. You can use figures that will show that our production 
has expanded. I am not sure that this is quite true in North Dakota, 
particularly, the last year when there has been a drought, but let us 
use in this argument the figures on production as to whether this 
land had not been retired or had been retired. 

Mr. McLain. We have good figures on this. I would like to make 
them a part of the record here; they indicate what the production 
would have been if this land had been in wheat, for instance, in 1959. 
I will put it his way, Mr. Poage: There are very few people that I 
know of who are knowledgeable in agriculture, and this includes the 
brains in the colleges and the brains in the farm organizations, but 
admit that the only real way to get at this problem, is to set aside 
substantial amounts of land. I do not think there is any disagreement 
in this area. 

Mr. Poace. It is desirable to set it aside. You are proposing that. 
You would take about 75 or 80 million acres, before there would be 
any real effect. 

Mr. McLarn. There is no disagreement that this is the only way 
that you will get at it. I do not think there is. 

Mr. Poace. I think it is equally true that this estimated acreage 
that you are proposing is only a small part that will come out of 
wheat. It will come out of feed grains, of course. And it should 
come out of feed grains. But I think it is quite plain that most of 
the acreage will not retire under the proposal you propose until the 
price of wheat drops to disastrously low levels. 

[ will agree with you that you can drive the prices down to 60 cents 
a bushel and you will get a lot of land out of wheat, but to get it out 
of wheat you have to presume that you will drop the price of wheat 
so low that the farmer will put the wheatland into the soil bank, 
instead of putting bad land into the soil bank. You have to control 
the price of wheat to get it up. 
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Mr. McLarn. I would not agree with that. 

Mr. Poace. You donot think so? 

Mr. McLain. No. If it were moderately reduced, that is, the 
price, with the cost of production today what ‘it is, it w ould do it very 
rapidly. I have talked to many farmers. 

Mr. Poacr. You propose to drop it, at least 25 percent ! 

Mr. McLarty. It would be from $1.77 to $1.35. 

Mr. Poace. You propose to drop it below the average for the past 
3 years, which is 75 percent, which would mean about 2 5 percent. 

‘Mr. McLarty. Let us look at the alternatives that we are facing. 

Mr. Poacr. You do propose to drop the price of wheat at les st 25 
percent ‘ ; ; 

Mr. McLarn. I have said right here from $1.77 to $1.35. What- 
ever that percentage is, that is the percentage. 

Mr. Poacr. It wor ks out to about 20 percent. You propose to drop 
it from what it is, that amount ? 

Mr. McLain. Again, we will be glad to figure out the percentage 
exactly for you, 

Mr. Poace. I do not mean that you cannot figure it out. You can 
read your statement. It says, “establish price support levels for each 
of the crops of wheat harvested in 1961, 1962, 1963, equal to 75 percent 
of the average price received for wheat 'by farmers during the 3 calen- 
dar years immediately preceding the calendar year in which the mar- 
keting year for such ¢ rops begins.” 

So you are proposing to drop it? 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

Mr. Poacr. And you propose to drop it 25 percent, because if it 
drops to 75 percent, that is what it will be. 

Mr. McLarn. I am not disagreeing with what you say. We are just 
taking a lot of words here to say what everybody understands. I think 
we all understand what our program is. 

Mr. Poace. I am trying to find out, so that I can understand that 
we do agree—that you do propose to drop the price of wheat, at least, 
25 percent. 

Mr. McLary. Whatever this percentage figures out undér the terms 
as we have it, that is it. 

Mr. Poace. That is what it figures out, anyhow. I do not know why 
you did not tell us that. If you drop it 25 percent, of course, more 
land will come into the soil bank than at the present time. 

Mr. McLary. That is true. 

Mr. Poacr. If you drop it another 25 percent you will get more. 

Mr. McLary. We do not propose to do that. I say, we do not pro- 
pose to do it, but I would assume if your assumption is correct that 
that would be correct. 

Mr. Poage. You do not. know how much you do propose to drop it? 

Mr. McLarty. Yes. We have indicated very plainly in this state- 
ment what our suggestion is. 

The Cuatrman. Could I interrupt ? 

Mr. Poacr. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. You first proposed to drop it to 75 percent of the 
average the first vear, and the next year you will do the same, and the 
third year, and the fourth year you will put it up to 90 percent, and 
then finally up to 100 percent ? 
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Mr. McLarty. The fact is, Mr. Cooley, we have tried to keep the re- 
sale price out of our stocks. At this higher level, 1 mean, so that it 
will not interfere with the current loan rate. 

Mr. Poace. But the 90 percent that Mr. Cooley mentioned is not 90 
percent of the present price—it is 90 percent of the 75 percent, which 
means 60-and-some-odd percent, and not 90 percent. 

Mr. McLain. Let us be sure that we get the record straight. It is 
90 percent of the 3 previous calendar years. 

Mr. Poacr. Which are going to start at 75 percent of the present. 

Mr. McLarn. Of the 1958-60 aver age. 

Mr. Poace. And then the next year you are going to have another 75 
percent and so forth, and you div ide it by three—I am not fast enough 
in my arithmetic to tell what it is, but it is just over 70 percent, I 
believe. 

Mr. McLarty. If your assumption is correct, this is all on the as- 
sumption that the price never gets above the loan rate. 

Mr. Poace. That is right. 

Mr. McLain. We do not agree that this necessarily will happen, 
particularly with-— 

Mr. Poacr. I am not suggesting that you should. I never have. 
You will not spend any of your money buying any wheat for future 
delivery above the loan rate, will you / 

Mr. McLary. Let me tell you now, so that the record will show, we 
have actually sold out of our stocks just within the last few months 
wheat at 105 percent at the current loan plus carrying charges which 
indicates that the market can get above if you let it. 

Mr. Poace. Yousold at 105 percent 4 

Mr. McLarty. We sold quite a little wheat. 

Mr. Poace. You just did not sell wheat, but spec ific wheat. 

Mr. McLain. That is what I am trying to tell you, that quality 
wheat will command much above this average market. 

Mr. Poacer. In other words, what you sold was the wheat that was 
from the region of Colorado, or somewhere of that kind, that is the 
wheat that you sold. which is of a specific kind. 

Mr. McLarn. We have been accused of the fact that we never get 
this kind of wheat, that it is skimmed all off. This is a nice statement 
for you to put in the record, if it is true. I do not know. All I can 
say is that we had wheat, that there was a demand for it. 

Mr. Poacr. There is no demand for wheat, even at 100 percent of 
vour acquisition price, if you just pic k it from anywhere. 

Mr. McLain. We have a lot of wheat, certainly, that would not bring 
that at the present time, that is correct. 

Mr. Poacr. Tam sure that you have. In other words, nobody could 
come in and offer you the full acquisition price of wheat, and just let 
you pick the wheat and deliver it to them—he will pick his own wheat, 
will he not 

Mr. McLain. The point is 

Mr. Poacre. Just answer my question. I know the answer. And 
while I know the answer, I would like to have you put the answer in 
the record. 

“righ tounge Ask the question again, please. 

Mr. Poacr. I asked if you had anybody who has offered to buy wheat 
at your acquisition price, and you would pick the wheat you would 
deliver to him ? 
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Mr. McLain. They generally have areas in mind where they want 
to get the wheat ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Poaae. Allright. 

The Caiman. What do you mean here on page 7, where you 
state— 
would establish a minimum sales price for wheat beginning July 1, 1961, based 
upon 100 percent of the 3-year average price for wheat used in establishing the 
price-support lev el in effect. 

Mr. Avserr. That is similar to the 105 percent of parity provision 
in existing law. 

Mr. McLain. This corresponds, Mr. Cooley, to section 407, the 
principle of which we have always been for. If we are going to have 
these loan programs work you cannot dump your inventories that 
you have in the Commodity Credit Corporation back into the mar- 
kets. 

The CrarrMan. I understand that. For the year 1961 you will not 
sell at 100 percent of the past 3 years? 

Mr. McLarn. Sure. We do not think that this wheat ought to be 
moved into the domestic market. 

The CHarrMAn. That isall. 

Mr. Poace. That is Commodity Credit Corporation wheat ? 

Mr. McLain. That is all we have any control over. 

Mr. Poacr. You are not affixing any price at which the public can 
sell ? 

Mr. McLain. No, sir. 

Mr. Poacr. You are fixing it on the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion stock—to establish a minimum sale price for wheat out of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation stocks? I take it that you meant that 
to refer only to the Commodity Credit Corporation’s stocks ? 

Mr. McLarn. This is the only thing we have a right to do anything 
about selling. 

The Crairman. In other words, you are going to permanently im- 
pound all of the wheat you now have in storage and let the free wheat 
grown by the farmers go on to the markets in unlimited volume. And 
if you do not have some restrictions on produce tion, you would never 
get rid of that Commodity Credit Corporation wheat, would you ? 

Mr. McLary. This, again, Mr. Cooley, relates to the whole overall 
program. If you are going to take any substantial quantity of wheat 
out to cut back our total plant, which we think is the only way that 
you will ever get to this problem, then let the farmer shift. ‘There 
will be many of these 15-acre farmers, as in Mr. Latta’s area, and in 
many other areas, who have been growing 15 acres of wheat, who will 
decide when the price support is at the level it is, they will not grow 
wheat any more. It isassimpleas A, B,C. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, your program will put Mr. Latta’s 
people out of business ? 

Mr. McLain. No. 

Mr. Larra. May I say at this point that I disagree with Mr. Mc- 
Lain. I disagree with the statement, because we have grown wheat 
in my area long before they ever heard of these price supports and 
we will continue to grow wheat when they take them off. 

Mr. McLain. May I correct my statement for the record, Mr. 
Cooley. 
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The Cuarrman. They did that with cotton. 

Mr. Larra. Even before that. 

Mr. McLain. I did not say it quite the way that I should have 
stated it. I am talking about the greatly expanded number of 15- 
acre wheatgrowers. Mr. Latta is correct that in many areas of the 
eastern Corn Belt, they have raised wheat for a long, long time, but 
this big expansion that has come, not only in his State but in many 
areas, where the attraction of the current program has pushed people 
into the program because of its being smart to do it. Those people, 
in our judgment, many of them will get out of it. 

The people that used to raise wheat, such as in Mr. Latta’s area, 
will keep on raising it, I am sure. 

Mr. Apert. Will you yield for a question right there? 

Mr. Poage. Yes. 

Mr. Apert. I have been told by Members of Congress that the 
Department has advised that the increased production from farms 
over 15 acres is greater than the increase from farms under 15 acres 
and will the Department furnish for the record the amount of the 
increased production the last 3 years, the last 5 years, and the last 10 
years, on the 15-acre farms, and the wheat planted on those over 15 
acres ? 

Mr. McLarn. We will be glad to do that. 

Mr. Avert. The total production. 

Mr. McLarty. We will be glad to do that 

Mr. Apert. Let us have the facts when we are talking about aca- 
demic things. 

Mr. McLarty. That is part of my statement here. It indicates 
what has happened to the acreage. Of course, the big end of the 
increase in the 15 acres has come not in the dry areas, but in the more 
humid areas. 

(The information to be furnished follows :) 


Wheat: Comparison of production on farms seeding 15 acres or less and farms 
seeding in excess of 15 acres—1955-59 * 


Estimated production on | Estimated production on 


farms seeding 15 acres or farms seeding more than 
less 15 acres 
Year | Total U.S. |__ _ : a a ot on ttl = 
| production | | | 
| | Percent of | Percent of 
| Production | 1955 pro- Production 1955 pro- 
duction duction 
scnliatie iliinitianatiatneiemst sidelined epeepes . = — i neal 
(1,000 bushels) | (1,000 bushels 1,000 bushels 
IS: 955 Ue) | Jk 934, 731 146, 256 |_.._-. 7a 4761 «2.2.21 
aed, 6 tiie ioe i te le 1, 004, 272 183, 684 126 820, 588 | 104 
ees, eee ee ae an 950, 662 181, 440 124 769, 222 98 
1958._._.. PTR TEOTEE 1, 461, 714 235, 364 | 161 1, 226, 350 156 
ee Se eae 1, 128, 151 214, 358 | 146 913, 793 116 


1 Only years for which applicable data are available. 


Commodity Stabilization Service, Grain Division, Agriculture ,;Washington, March 18, 1960. 


Mr. Poacer. Let us clear this thing up. I do not believe that a 
Member of Congress should have to take the witness and to defend 
his questions. 

The CuatrmMan. Did you have something to say, Mr. Sorkin? 

Mr. Sorkin. I want to be sure that I understood Mr. Albert’s 
question. 
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Mr. Apert. The question is, what has been the increase in the total 
production of wheat on farms where more than 15 acres of wheat 
have been grown in the last 3 years, 5 years, and 10 years—what has 
been the total increase in bushels of wheat on the ‘farms where 15 
acres or less of wheat have been grown the last 3 years, 5 years, and 
10 years. 

Mr. Sorxr1n. In other words, we would be comparing the 1959 
acreage ¢ 

Mr. Atperr. About how much increase has the 15 acres added to 
the total production of wheat ? 

Mr. McLarn. We will be glad to furnish that information. 

Mr. Apert. We want to know the facts. 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

Mr. Poace. While you are getting these figures, will you give us 
figures as to exactly what you “think your program will bring to the 
farmer per bushel for wheat in 1960, 1961, 1962, 1963, 1964, and 1965, 
and as to how you make this calculation ? 

Mr. McLarn. We will dothat. 

Mr. Poacre. Because I have found that it is not worth anything in 
the world to ask somebody if they will put something in the record, 
and it goes in the record, and the record is printed and we never hear 
another word about it, and I want to know before we finish these 
hg t hearings, what you folks think your program should result in, 

1 dollars, to the farmers. And I also want to know how much 
acreage you anticipate is going to be removed from wheat production 
as a result of your conservation reserve program, and how much 
you contemplate will be taken out of wheat production in each of 
those years. If you will have that in mind, I think that it something 
that would be well worthwhile, and something that you can get. 

[thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The information to be furnished follows:) 


Wheat adjustment attributable to conservation reserve with projections 
through 19637 


. 


| Assuming removal of pres- 


Assuming continuance of ent program restricticns 
present program ? and program directed 
Conserva- toward wheat area 3 
Yeu tion reserve punta 
CTeCARE 
million Acreage Production | Acreage Production 
idjustment adjustment adjustment | adjustment 
(million) million (million) | (million 
bushels) | bushels) 
| 
1957... 6.4 0.5 9.4 
1958 9.9 Ss 17.8 . 
1959 22.4 2.3 46.1 - 
1060 49On 6 3.1 61.6 pindes teak 
1961 137.8 3.8 77.5 5.0 102.0 
1962 i). 2 §. ] 106.1 6.6 137.3 
1963 460.0 6.1 129.3 8.0 169. 6 


! Any change in the wheat program which makes it more competitive with other grains could result in 
greater wheat acreage being offered 

2 Present program limits rental per person per year to $5,000; holds county and community participation 
generally to 25 percent of cropland; requires 3-year ownership of offered land; terminates contracts where 
land is sold within 3 years; and makes publicly owned land ineligible. 

Assumes removal or modification of feotnote | restrictions; allocating proportionately more funds to 
wheat areas; awarding contracts before summer fallowing reaches point of no return; requiring proportional 
wheat reduction on part farms; and giving limited preference in awarding contracts to farms with substantial 
wheat acreage. Acreage and production projections are comparable to those existing under marketing 
quotas; with quotas not in effect they would be about 35 percent higher than shown here. 

4 Estimated basis President’s message, February 9, 1960. 
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The estimated prices received by farmers and the calculations made in de- 
termining the support level are shown on the attached table. The monthly price 
data for the period January 1958 through February 1960 are actual prices re- 
ceived by farmers as reported by Agricultural Marketing Service. For the 
period beginning March 1960 through 1964, the prices received by farmers reflect 
estimates of prices which would prevail on the basis of the support levels in 
effect. For example, the support level of $1.77 per bushel in effect for the 1960 
crop would maintain farm prices through May 1961 at the indicated estimated 
levels, thereafter, for the remainder of 1960 and through May 1962 the prices re- 
ceived by farmers would reflect the estimated 1961 support level of $1.35 per 
bushel. Thus, it is estimated that the prices received by farmers for the period 
January—May 1961 would average $1.72 per bushel, and for the period June— 
December 1961 would average $1.30 per bushel. This would result in the 12- 
month simple average, for the January—December 1961 period, being $1.48 per 
bushel. As indicated on the attached table the 12-month simple average prices 
were adjusted to reflect returns to producers for quantities of wheat it is esti- 
mated would be delivered to CCC in satisfaction of loans and purchase agree- 
ments at the applicable support price. Such adjustment only would occur during 
the period that prices received by farmers in the market are below the support 
level. 

The estimates shown should only be assumed as approximate as there is no 
accurate way of knowing the prices which would prevail. 


Estimated support price for 1961-65 based on 75 percent of the preceding 3 years’ 
calendar prices for 1961, 1962, and 1963; and 90 percent of the preceding 3 
years’ calendar prices for 1964 and 1965 assuming 60 million acres in conserva- 
tion reserve for 1964 and no allotments 


[Dollars per bushel 


l na ] 


Monthly price data 19588 | 1959 | 1960 1961 1962 | 1963 1964 
a Seok Sh te 1.90 | 1.71] 1.78 scat 
February 1. 92 1.74 | 1. 80 ts 
March 1. 96 1. 76 | 1. 82 thnk =s 
April 1.95 1.77 1. 83 : 
PERT ....-s-+ Ss ‘ 1. 93 Loa 1.76 
5-month average parka (1. 93 (1.75 (1. 80 1.72 1. 34 1. 27 1.15 
June. 1. 70 1. 69 1. 66 ‘ 
July s . 1. 64 1.70 1. 65 
August 1. 64 1.75 1. 68 a 
September. ._-_. 1. 68 1.72 1. 71 
October Loe 1. 76 ioe 
November 1.74 1.79 1.73 
December 1.73 1.79 1.74 
7-month average. _..__- (1. 69) (1. 74) 1.70 1. 30 1. 25 1.12 1.17 
12-month average - - 1.79 1.75 1.74 1.48 1.29 1.18 1.16 
Adjusted for loans___- 1. 83 1.79 1.77 1. 50 1, 30 1.19 1.16 


Crop: 
1961: 1958-60 average equals $1.80 multiplied by 75 percent equals $1.35 
1962: 1959-61 average equals $1.69 multiplied by 75 percent equals $1.27 
1963: 1969-62 average equals $1.52 multiplied by 75 percent equals $1.14 
1964: 1961-63 average equals $1.33 multiplied by 90 percent equals $1.20 
1965: 1962-64 average equals $1.22 multiplied by 90 percent equals $1.10 





3. Estimated acreage of additional wheatland which would be placed in a 
conservation program if the Department’s preferred program were to be enacted 
into law. 


Million | Million 

acres | acres 
ee ee 8.8 
a Ba LOOT: AREA 8.8 
dl > cena gaia alias 8.8 


4. The estimated production of wheat for the 5 years, 1961-65, inclusive, if 
only a portion of the Department’s preferred program is enacted, and no pro- 
vision is made for an expansion in the conservation reserve. 
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Estimated production if no additional conservation reserve is authorized 


Million Million 

bushels bushels 
Ne tas ida eheer teem hempelned ae 1 A Re Abie ictktds intent S iniliead baited 1, 375 
i ee a 1, GE Bet cenrengen-nssctancnene 1, 375 
a on banc asiah cgrinnnaphesigriecennipen then 1, 375 


Mr. BELCHER. oe McLain, we have heard a lot of testimony about 
giving the farmer a referendum. You are familiar with the bill that 
I introduced last year which was offered on the floor as a substitute 
for the committee bill. 

Mr. McLain. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bevcuer. T hat bill gave the farmer a referendum between tight 
controls—and I mean tight controls—because that bill provided that 
nobody could raise wheat without a wheat allotment without paying 
65 percent of the parity as a penalty. There was no question but 
what that was a tight control bill. 

On the other hand, for a program of no control and 50 percent of 
parity. Fifty percent of parity would bring somewhere in the neigh- 
borhood of your $1.35, would it not ? 

Mr. McLarty. Fifty percent of parity at $2.38—so it would be $1.19 
That would not be far off. 

Mr. Bevcurr. In other words, that bill did give the farmer a 
referendum between tight controls and 75 percent support price and 
no controls, and 50 percent support price. And the House rejected 
that, and this committee rejected it. 

Iam wondering if there is any difference in the climate now. Have 
you heard of any difference in the climate now so far as the question 
of referendum is concerned ? 

Mr. McLain. Of course, the committee will have to speak for itself. 
As you well know, Mr. Belcher, we agreed at the tail end of the last 
session to go along with your proposition—the administration did 
agree tothat. If it had been passed and had become law, we probably 
would be on our w ay to a solution of the problem today, but then it 
did not, and here we are. 

Mr. Betcuer. The administration and your Department did go 
along with that? 

Mr. McLarn. Yes. 

Mr. Bevcuer. At that time? 

Mr. McLarn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Betcurr. Would you have any objection, or are you in a position 
to say whether or not you would be willing to go along with that type 
of remedy today ? 

Mr. McLain. I think that the bill pretty well meets the criteria as 
the President laid it down, Mr. Belcher. 

Br. Betcuer. I have one addition to that bill, which I have not 
discussed with any other member of the committee, and that would be 
having an acreage reserve or conservation reserve in which a farmer 
would have the privilege of reducing his wheat allotment and_plac- 
ing it into the reserve, and receiv ing payment in kind, instead of cash, 
in “complyi ing with this acreage reserve. That would have the effect 
of reducing the amount of wheat that would go on the cash market and 
would, also, have the effect of reducing the surplus stocks of wheat now 
in storage with the Commodity Credit C orporation and would give 
the farmer an opportunity to still retain the 75 percent parity as a sup- 
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port price and it would reduce the surplus and, in my opinion, would 
cure this situation. 

What would you think about permitting a farmer to reduce his 
allotted acres under that bill as I have mentioned, which is my bill, 
and to receive payment in kind? 

Mr. McLain. The President has indicated, and the Secretary has— 
and I will reiterate it here today—that we are not objecting, we will 
go along with the payment in kind with this understanding, that when 
you use payment in kind it must not be used to a gre: ater extent 
than your current needs exceed your current production, To do 
otherwise means that you will be pouring wheat back into the free 
market. 

Let me back up and say it this way: Supposing in 1961, under 
what you are talking : about, Mr. Belcher, we have just enough wheat 
raised to take care of the domestic use and the export use; in other 
words, we did not cut it back enough to do what you would like to 
have done, people have reduced, and maybe you would have a couple 
of hundred million bushels and you had a mandate in the law that 
you had to pour it into the free market at the market price. 

And if you poured these 200 million bushels into the domestic mar- 
ket, where you already have all you need, you would have one effect 
on the market. You would depress it. We do not want to see this 
happen. And I amsure that you do not want that to happen. 

To the extent that you can cut your current production below the 
domestic and export takeoff, then we are perfectly willing to use the 
payment in kind and think, in fact, that it would be a proper proce- 
dure. 

Mr. Bevcuer. I agree with the gentleman from Texas when he said 
that 30 million acres, without any designation, would not have any 
effect in reducing the production of wheat to any great extent. I 
agree with him. 

The provision that I have in mind is that after a farmer gets an 
allotment of 100 acres, for example, which he could raise and produce 
and put under loan or sell to the market, then if he preferred to reduce 
that allotment- 

Mr. McLain. Even further. 

Mr. Betcuer. Yes; even further, then he could be paid in kind 
for the reduction of his allotment. That would put Jess wheat on 
the cash market. And the wheat that went on the cash market in 
payment in kind would be coming out of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation’s stocks, so that it will work in both directions. 

If it had a tendency to increase the cash price, so that wheat would 
not go into the loan, 1t would, also, reduce the surplus stocks that are 
now in storage. It would keep, the Chairman has indicated, the con- 
trol program. You would actually be reducing the production of 
wheat to the extent that you would be eliminating the excess produc- 
tion, both below 15 acres and above 15 acres. 

I think as the gentleman from Oklahoma, Mr. Albert, that there 
has been overproduction above 15 acres, the same as there has been 
below 15 acres. The only difference was that a farmer who overpro- 
duced above 15 acres, paid $1.07 a bushel penalty. 

Mr. McLain. You are exactly right. 
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Mr. Betcuer. The farmer who produced below paid no penalty 
at all. And it was sold on the cash market. But under the provisions 
that I have in mind, you would reduce the surplus production, you 
would reduce the amount of wheat that would go on the cash market— 
and you would not further complicate the feed grain situation, be- 

cause you would not be taking acres below 55 million out of wheat 
Sadi putting them into feed produc tion. The acreage under an allot- 
ment that went out of production could not be planted to anything 
else. It would be put into the reserve, and would be getting a pay- 
ment in kind, and it could not compete with any other commodity. 

I have not written that provision—I have not as yet introduced 
the bill with that provision in it, and I have not discussed it, with 
any other member of the committee. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Poacr. Would you yield tome? 

Mr. Betcuer. Yes. 

Mr. Poace. Would you in giving that information that I requested 
include your estimate of the cost ‘to the Government of the exports 
under your program—your estimate of the costs of storing to the 
Government under your program versus the cost to the soil bank 
under the program ? 

Mr. McLain. We will be glad to do the best we can. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


Projected reduction on Government expenditures under Department’s preferred 
wheat program compared to present program 
{In millions of doliars} 


Reduction in expenditures from 
Increased for | Net reduc- 


| expenditures tion in 
Crop year CCC acqui- W heat Storage costs | conservation | expendi- 
sitions of export on wheat | reserve | tures 
wheat and subsidies and feed | 
feed grains grains 
TOSS ccckd A 259 180 | 33 138 | 334 
1962. . . 512 201 109 | 324 | 498 
Dect tenkcks a SS3 209 238 471 | 859 
1964... ee 952 | 4 377 471 | 1, 052 
4-year total ‘ 2, 606 | 784 757 | 1, 404 2, 743 





Mr. Avzert. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say with reference to 
Mr. Belcher’s statement, that I asked for the increased production, 
whether it was the result of overplanting or otherwise, whether al- 
lotted acreage or otherwise. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to state, first of all, that I appreciate 
the fact that this subject has been taken up by the full committee, 
because I think everybody on this committee ought to understand the 
conflicts, the problems, and the disagreements, and so forth. That is 
why I asked that the full committee hear the matter. We were not 
trying to escape our responsibility in the subcommittee. 

‘It was a matter of hoping that the whole committee would under- 
stand what a terrificly controversial and difficult problem we have 
before us. 

Mr. Chairman, in defense of the subcommittee, let me say that last 
year there was not anyone on the subcommittee who tried to run 
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roughshod with any program. We tried to agree on a program that 
we could all reasonably agree upon. Most members of the subcom- 
mittee on both sides of the aisle finally did agree, and nobody on the 
subcommittee, as I remember, tried to ‘substitute any bill for our final 
report. 

I for one tried to impress upon the wheatgrowers, and upon the 
Department, something which neither of them “seemed very willing to 
admit and that is that we are starting with a program that is on “the 
books and it is difficult to change, and that is where we are starting 
today. We are still exactly where we were a year ago, except that 
we have more bushels in the warehouses of the C ‘ommodity Credit 
Corporation. 

The wheatgrowers do not particularly like the program they have— 
at least that is what I hear. They have a guaranteed minimum 
allotment every year. They are going to get so much out of it. They 
have a guaranteed price, about $1.80 a bushel. They have the 15-acre 
exemption which nobody else has. 

So they have a pretty good program for them. They are standing 
in a pretty good bargaining position at the very start, particularly 
when you recognize the political influence that they have. Is that not 
right ? 

Mr. McLary. That is correct. I think those that are the real lead- 
ers in the wheat business—and I know some of them are in this room— 
realize that this cannot go on, Mr. Albert. 

Mr. Axpert. They realize it, but they do not give heed to that. 
They do not want to give up something. I want to make that clear. 
We have to keep that in mind, because if the wheatgrowers of this 
country 

Mr. McLary. If they take all of it, it is an excellent package. 
There is no question about that. 

Mr. Atzert. We reported out a bill—and with it a conference re- 
port last year, both of which were reported to the House, and both of 
which were opposed by the Department of Agriculture, one of which 
was to set the reduction at 25 percent, and another one which pro- 
posed to cut 20 percent in acreage. 

Both of the bills that the House passed on, as to every item except 
one, went in the direction of every one of the criteria which you 
have restated on page 3 and with respect to the conservation reserve, 
as stated on page 4, is that not true ? 

Mr. McLarty. Well, I would have to say when you raise the ques- 
tion of price support—— 

Mr. Atserr. One was overplanting, which is your first point—is 
there any question about it ? 

Mr. el aie: You made substantial efforts to cover that, that is 
correct. 

Mr. Arperr. And added substantial penalties. There is no ques- 
tion about that. 

Mr. McLarty. As I recall, one of your propositions, of course, did 
not eliminate the 15-acre proposition at all. 

Mr. Apert. There was over planting of allotted acreage. 

Mr. McLarty. That is correct, on that point alone. 

Mr. Arpsert. And next is “too large a minimum national acreage 
allotment.” Did we not make progress on that when we disc assed 
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it, 20 percent in one bill and 25 percent in another—is there any 
question about that ? 

Mr. McLain. No. 

Mr. Aubert. And is there any question that we made some progress 
in the direction of the third point—we did not get everything we 
asked for—the 15-acre exemption, when we placed it at 12 acres, or 
the highest planted—did we not make progress on that? 

Mr. McLain. A minor step, I would say. 

Mr. Arun. A minor step. We are t talking about the law that is 
still on the books and would not be on the books if the President had 
signed this bill. I am trying to get to where we stand on this thing. 
Did we not make some progress on it? 

Mr. McLain. I say, minor progress, in my judgment. 

Mr. Ausert. Minor progress ? 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

Mr. Aupert. We suggested 20 percent. We also provided a pay- 
ment in kind on the conservation reserve. Therefore, anything we 
say about our proposals is in the realm of theoretical economics. We 
still have the same old bill on the books that we had last year, and it 
looks like we will have it next year, is that not right? 

Mr. McLarty. I am not quite as pessimistic, that is the only dif- 
ference. 

Mr. Apert. I cannot be optimistic in view of the conflicts that we 
have had. I think the fact is that you met with me and we discussed 
it. We met in a spirit of trying to arrive at some solution, and not 
to run the show or anything else—I did not have that in mind. 

I would like the record to be celar that we tried to go in the direc- 
tion of arriving at a solution, and one point was that of support 
levels. 

The Ciamman. Do you think that if support level had been left 
out of the bill which was vetoed, there would have been any possibility 
that the administration might have approved it ? 

Mr, McLaty. If the support level had not been raised, I think the 
bill would have been approved. . 

The Cuamman. You have something there to talk about. Whether 
or not you can compromise on that or not, 1 do not know. 

Mr. Apert. I asked the Secretary when he was here what kind of 
controls it would take, if it could be done at all, to justify a support 
price of 90 percent of parity, 85 percent of parity, and 80 percent of 
parity, and he indicated that he would give us an answer, and if he 
would approve any of those, what it would take in the way of con- 
trols. And you tell us this morning-—— 

Mr. McLary. I think that the record will show—and I have re- 
stated it here this morning—and anyone who carefully reads what 
the President has said, would realize that indicates anything that does 
not raise it materially. 

And by “materially,” I do not mean if it is only 1 cent—we are 
not arbitrary—but anything that raises support 85 percent of parity, 
substantially above the 75 percent, just does not meet this. 

Mr. Avzert. In other words, the conference that we had last year, 
when it was suggested that it would be objectionable, that still holds? 

Mr. McLain. That is correct. 
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Mr. Arzerr. Now then, we have had submitted this year a pro- 
posal from the National Wheat Growers Association which has been 
agreed to by at least two, or maybe three, of the farm organizations. 
T asked the Secret: iry what he thought of that. Do you have a state- 
ment with respect to that at this time 

Mr. McLarn. I will be glad to make one. It will take about 5 
minutes to read it. We anticipated this question. And there have 
been a lot of sincere people who put effort in on it. 

Mr. Axper. I would like for you to read it into the record. 

Mr. Chairman, I am asking what their position is on the National 
Wheat Growers Association proposal and that of the Farmers Union, 
and the other organizations. 

The Cramman. I think that we should have it in the record. 

Mr. McLain. We do not have copies of this. The final version of 
this bill was not available until a few days ago, in fact, it was hardly 
off the press when some of the advocates were talking about it. It 
is a complicated piece of legislation. And before we could start 
making statements about it, we just had to have it analyzed. And that 
is why this is not a part of my prepared statement. With your per- 
mission, I will read it. It will take about 5 minutes to go through it. 

The CnarrmMan. Yes; you may proceed. 

Mr. McLary. The Wheat Marketing Act of 1960 eliminates acreage 
allotments for wheat in 1961. Beginning in that year all wheat pro- 
duced is placed into two use categories—primary and_ secondary. 
Wheat for primary uses includes wheat for human food in the United 
States and by the U.S. Armed Forces overseas, wheat processed into 
food products for export and all unprocessed wheat exported—ap- 
parently including U.S. Government donations and feed wheat. Seec- 
ondary use wheat includes all other wheat whether marketed or not, 
including wheat used for feed, seed, and industrial use, plus over- 
quota wheat still stored on farms. 

Under this legislation the Secretary would be required to estimate 

each year the amount of wheat needed for prim: iry uses. Marketing 
certificates would be issued to wheat producers in an amount equal 
to the estimated primary-use requirements, minus 150 million bushels. 
These 150 million bushels could be sold by CCC at not less than the 
parity price for wheat. However, as will be pointed out later, these 
150 million bushels are reduced by other actions required by this 
legislation. 

The individual farm certificates for primary-use wheat will be 
apportioned on the basis of past history and normal yields. To be 
eligible to receive certificates for ae sale of primary-use wheat, pro- 
ducers would be required to place 10 percent of their farm wheat base 
acreage into land retirement soil-conserving use. No payment will 
be made to producers for this initial 10 ila 75 An additional 10 
percent of the wheat base acres also must be placed in the conserva- 
tion reserve or other land retirement program to the extent that 
funds are available for such land retirement. 

A special provision is made for farmers having a base acreage of 
less than 15 acres. If a producer is dissatisfied with his base acreage, 
he may apply to the Secretary who is required to establish an ad- 
justed base acreage for the farm of not to exceed the smaller of 15 
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acres or the average acreage seeded to wheat for harvest as grain 
during a previous period, times the ratio of the total base acreage 
of the county for 1960 to the total acreage allotment of such county. 
State and county shares of the national primary-use requirement shall 
be increased by the amounts necessary to reflect these increases. CCC 
is required to purchase an amount not to exceed such increased shares 
if at any time during the marketing year prices received by farmers 
for primary-use wheat drop below 90 percent of parity. 

In addition, CCC is required to purchase any wheat which the pro- 
ducer certifies was produced in prior years and could have been sold 
without the payment of penalty or any wheat which was in channels 
of trade on the effective date of the act. This means that there will 
be a tremendous holding movement by farmers and speculators with 
respect to 1960 and earlier crops of wheat in order to obtain substan- 
tially above the current support levels. 

Only the price received by farmers for the primary-use wheat will 
be considered in computing parity for wheat in the future. This of 
course, will have the same escalation effect as was so clearly visible in 
the case of tobacco in recent years. 

Secondary-use wheat will not be supported and will be sold in the 
open market at whatever level it will bring in direct competition with 
feed grains. 

Our analysis: 

In the President’s message to Congress of February 9, 1960, he 
said: 

I will approve any constructive solution that the Congress wishes to develop, 
by “constructive” meaning this: 

First, that price-support levels be realistically related to whatever policy the 
Congress chooses in respect to production control, it being recognized that the 
higher the support the more regimented must be the farmer. 

Second, that price support levels not be so high as to stimulate still more 
excessive production, reduce domestic markets, and increase the subsidies 
required to hold world outlets. 

Third, for reasons long expressed by the administration, that we avoid direct 
subsidy payment programs for crops in surplus; likewise, we must avoid pro- 
grams Which would invite harmful countermeasures by our friends abroad, or 
which, while seeking to assist one group of farmers, would badly hurt other 
farmers. 

1. In view of the fact that the objective of this legislation would be 
to reach a primary market price of about 60 cents above current levels, 
it is obvious that the export subsidy would have to be increased by 
a comparable amount above current levels. This would make the 
export subsidy in the neighborhood of $1.15 per bushel. 

2. Those farmers who have been eligible for the 15-acre exemption 
had an average acreage allotment in 1959 of 4.4 acres. This would 
mean that their base acreage would approximate 6.5 acres per farm. 
They actually planted an average of 11 acres per farm. This would 
mean that after the adjustment for the ratio as provided in the law, 
these farms would have a base acreage of approximately 15 acres per 
farm, or an increase of approximately 8.5 acres per farm. If this 
average increase is multiplied by approximately 0.6 to adjust down 
to a primary market share, then the average increase per farm would 
be approximately 5 acres. Since there are 690,000 farms this would 
mean that the Commodity Credit Corporation would have to purchase 
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the average production from 3.5 million acres, or about 90 million 
bushels of wheat. This offsets to a very large extent the 150 million 
bushels which the CCC is authorized to sell at parity under this 
legislation. 

This would, also, tend to keep all 15-acre producers continually in 
business of produci ing wheat. 

As indicated earlier, passage of this legislation would result in 
a inemmaions holding movement by farmers and speculators with 
respect to 1960 and earlier crops of wheat that they still might have. 
The fact that these quantities will be withheld from the markets for 
sales at substantially higher prices to the Government would also 
mean that those farmers, who in the past have overplanted their 
allotments and now hold substantial stocks of wheat in penalty posi- 
tions, would be in a position to market the penalty wheat at substan- 
tially higher prices. This would constitute a windfall to past non- 
cooper: tor s. 

4. It is obvious that the quantity produced in excess of the primary 
needs would be sold off farms where produced into feed channels. If 
we assume a production of approximately 400 million bushels of sec- 
ondary use wheat, this would mean than an equivalent amount of feed 
grains, mandatorily supported, would probably flow into CCC in- 
ventory. This excess wheat would result in lower feed grain prices 
and would adver rsely affect livestock producers—the source of 56 per- 
cent of our farm income. This would simply be a further extension 
of the effects of past control programs under which producers of 
some basic commodities shifted out of the basic commodity into a feed 
grain. Between 1953 and 1959 there was an increase of feed grain 
acreage of 11 million acres. 

5. Passage of this legislation would result in the impression abroad 
that the United States is dedicated to higher export subsidies as a 
permanent means of resolving agricultural problems. This will cre- 
ate problems in current negotiations for trade liberalization. 

6. It most assuredly would result in higher costs of flour and other 
wheat products to the American consumer. 

7. The problems of policing this type of legislation are exceptionally 

sat. There will be required a new army of bureaucrats to engage 
in this police action. 

We have tried to be just as frank in our analysis of this as we could 
be. And in our judgment it does not on about three points meet. the 
criteria that the President has laid down in his message. 

Mr. Axper. It does relieve the Commodity Credit Corporation 
stocks. There is that point. 

Mr. McLarn. I think that this is debatable, whether it would, with 
the provision you have in it. I think in an earlier version before they 
got the 15-acre gadget put in. 

Mr. Auserr. Would you support it if the 15-acre gadget were taken 
out—would you support this legislation in prince iple at all, or are we 
just going to argue about diffic ulties? Will you support this bill? 

Mr. McLarty. In principle, I think the record of this administration 
is clear on multiple-price programs—not only this one, but some pre- 
vious ones. The President’s message tried, as I explained, to set out 
the objectionable parts of the multiple-price programs. 
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Let me say this, in my judgment, when you start bringing i in the 
export part of the wheat and bringing it up to the domestic price and 
then put on the added subsidy, you have really opened up a Pandora’s 
box, because why should not the cotton grower expect the same kind of 
treatment? We are subsidizing him to the tune of 8 cents a pound. 
What would the world think if we doubled the cotton subsidy? What 
will they think if we double the wheat subsidy ? 

Mr. Apert. Specifically, your answer in principle is that you have 
always opposed it, and you think that you will oppose it at this time? 

Mr. McLain. We think this is the least dinivebds of the many sug- 
gested. 

Mr. Arzert. You would prefer the 80-percent bill, which was 
stronger twofold, than you would this? 

Mr. McLarty. This unloads the problem into other areas, Mr. Albert. 

Mr. Ausert. Your bill would, too affect the feed-grain growers; 
would it not ¢ 

Mr. McLain. No, it does not do it in the same way. You see, Mr. 
Hoeven and several of the other feed-grain people here could answer 
this better than I. One of the basic things, even back in the days 
of the McNary-Haughen days, on this dual approach that there has 
always been a feeling that to have a program, which in this case about 
two-thirds of the crop, would be guaranteed somewhere near parity, 
and then let the rest of the production of that commodity flow into an 
unrestricted operation. This just has never been acceptable. 

I have many fine friends in the wheatgrower group that I have tried 
desperately to tell this to. They understand it fully. I have met 
many times with them in committee meetings and otherwise. And we 
appreciate, while this might be helpful to the traditional wheat- -produc- 
ing areas, if you could forget everything else, that would be all right, 
but you cannot do that. 

Mr. Avzerr. As I understand it, you are against an increase of sup- 
port prices ¢ 

Mr. McLarn. Yes. 

Mr. Auserr. If we were to provide strict quotas with quantitative 
allotments in bushels and other quantities as suggested, would you 
oppose high support prices ? 

Mr. McLarn. Well, again, I think the President’s message is clear 
on this point. By opposing I want it made clear that if it were a 
matter of 1 cent or 2 cents, all right, but the problem is, as you well 
know—and let me say this, I think that you tried hard in the subcom- 
mittee meetings a year ago—— 

Mr. Axperr. Last year we were criticized on a bill that would have 
cut it 25 percent, that is, have cut the allotments by 25 percent. 

If we brought out a bill that would guarantee supports, and cut 
allotments by 25 percent, cutting production by 25 percent, would you 
oppose that Pill if we provided a 100-percent support level ¢ 

Mr. McLarn. I do not think that there is any bill that we would 
support at 90 percent. 

Mr. Aueerr. I just want to get it clear on this record. 

The Crarrman. How about 85 percent ? 

Mr. McLain. Mr. Cooley, this is a relative thing, 85 and 90; the 
principle is just the same. 
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The CuHatrmMan. You said you had no objection to the principle. 

Mr. McLarty. Beg pardon ? 

The CuarrmMan. You said that the President did not object to any 
price support as a matter of pr ine iple. 

Mr. McLarn. If you will read the President’s message again, he 
did object to increasing the export subsidy. And if you raise it 
1, 2, 5, or 10, or 1 ) percent, it does that. 

The Cuairman. The Secretary of Agriculture sat in the same chair 
in which you are seated and he said that he would not support it at 
1 penny above. Unless you change the thinking, we will never get 
anywhere. 

Mr. McLatrn. I think it has not been changed, and I have tried to 
make it as clear to Mr. Albert as I can. 

Mr. Axsert. I am not trying to cross-examine, Mr. McLain, but to 
get the position of the Department crystal clear, so that when we 
start reporting a bill, with the hope of getting it signed, that there 
will not be any question about the position of the Department. 

The President did say : 

First, that price support levels be realistically related to whatever policy the 
Congress chooses in respect to production control, it being recognized that the 
higher the support the more regimented must be the farmer. 

Farmers all over the country have talked to me about the matter 
and believe that if controls were tight enough the price would go up. 

Mr. McLain. The other two parts of his message ought to be read, 
together with the first part. 

Mr. Apert. I cannot see any reason for that sentence at all, none 
whatever. 

Mr. McLain. Even with the present supports we are in a difficult 
situation. 

Mr. Avperr. I know that. You say that they are too high. 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

Mr. Auperr. Reference has been made to a referendum. The ques- 
tion of referendum has been raised. As to that, we have a big job in 
figuring out who should vote under it. 

Do you think that only those who have allotments should vote ? 

Mr. McLain. No, sir. I think that any man voting in a referen- 
dum ought to be allowed to vote who raises the commodity. 

Mr. Azerr. But you and I know that if you leave it to a referen- 
dum, and you leave to those who are commercial growers, under the 
present definition of the law of more than 15 acres, you will get one 
kind of an answer. If you leave it to all of the wheatgrowers who 
grow 5 acres, 10 acres, 3 acres, and so forth, you will get another 
type of answer. 

Mr. McLarty. I think the best illustration of this 

Mr. Auserr. Is that not true 4 

Mr. McLarty. That is right. That is why I think it is unfair. I 
think what we currently have in the act is unfair, because we deprive 
the majority of the wheatgrowers of the right to vote. It is just that 
simple. 

Mr. Apert. I agree with that in a sense, but, on the other hand, you 
will have a situation where in Mr. Belcher’s district a small grower 
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has 200 or 300 acres, but farmers in Mr. Hoeven’s district, will have 
10 acres of wheat with maybe 300 acres of corn. And that man is a 
big man in wheat in that section. Or it may be somebody in the 
Mississippi Delta who raises 1,000 acres of cotton, and 10 acres of 
wheat and is primarily a cotton farmer. 

Mr. McLain. The truth is that we have more people raising less 
than 15 acres of wheat than we have over 15 acres. 

Mr. Avzert. That is true, but a lot of those big farmers, and a lot 
of ng are not primarily wheat farmers. They ‘do not depend upon 
wheat. If they had no allotment, if they were not allowed to grow 
an acre of W heat, they would not be hurt substantially. 

Mr. McLa1n. Let us look at this one second. The fellow who only 
raises one-tenth of an acre of tobacco gets the right to vote. 

The CuarrmMan. That is right. 

Mr. Avzert. That is the difference between tobacco and wheat. You 
are not a wheat farmer unless you plant more than 15 acres of wheat— 
you cannot otherwise make a living on wheat 
~ Mr. McLarn. Mr. Latta would object ie 

Mr. Avgert. You are not a wheat farmer in the sense that you de- 
pend upon wheat fora livelihood. You are a multipurpose or diversi- 
fied farmer. You are not primarily a wheat farmer. 

Mr. Larra. Will you yield for one question 

Mr. Aueerr. I want to yield to Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones of Missouri. Do you not think it would be more equitable, 
to have a requirement for those who would vote a referendum, that the 
commodity should constitute a certain percentage of the total income 
of that farmer? If wheat is one-half of 1 percent of his farm income, 
[ do not think that person should be allowed to vote in that particular 
referendum. If it gets up to maybe 10 percent, or some substantial 
amount, he ought to qualify. 

Persons who have an infinitesimal interest in this allotment should 
not be in a position of controlling or influencing the result in that 
referendum. Would you not agree with that ? 

Mr. McLain. I would not agree. I agree with Mr. Albert. There 
is a vast difference in wheat farmers in this country. Anybody who 
knows farming knows this. 

Mr. Auserr. But it is not that man’s principal crop. So far as I 
am concerned, it does not make any difference whether you let him 
vote when he has five acres, or let vote all of those who have allotments 
who comply with the allotments—I just want to make it clear that 
there is not any question, the slightest question about that, but that 
you would not have a chance in ‘the world of putting over, say, the 
National Wheat Growers’ proposition if you let all of the growers 
vote in a referendum. 

Mr. McLain. This is one reason why you ought to look at the pro- 
gram very carefully. 

Mr. AtBerr. Do you not think that is true—that you will get one 
result with one group voting, and another result with the other group 
voting ? 

Mr. McLain. I think that is correct. 
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Mr. Apert. I think that we ought to understand that. And when 
we agree on a referendum, that we decide it for the Wheat Belt of the 
United States—I am talking about the great part of the far Middle- 
west and the far Northwest-—let them determine it or let all of the 
farmers who are primarily cotton or corn farmers and peanut farmers 
and tobacco farmers determine the direction which we will go. That 
is the question. 

Mr. Betcuer. We have the question as to whether or not a farmer 
was a traditional wheat farmer, in other words, the man had an allot- 
ment, and has been raising wheat prior to the time the wheat program 
went into effect—he has followed the allotment consistently. I know 
myself that the traditional wheat farmer, whether he raises 8 or 150 
or 300 acres, probably, should have a voice in the wheat program, be- 
cause he isa wheat farmer. As to those under the 15-acre exemption, 
he was not a traditional wheat farmer, or he would have been raising 
it prior to the time we started holding the umbrella over him. So for 
that reason, I have felt that we should not permit a fellow to vote 
who came in to get the benefit of the program without suffering any 
of the penalties of the program. However, the man with an 8-acre 
allotment, who votes for the program, votes the same penalty on him- 
self that the 300-acre farmer votes on himself. 

I have felt that there should not be any discrimination if you do it 
that way. 

Mr. Axzert. You would have had to be born on a certain date, in 
order to comply with that. If we are going to decide that only old 
men may raise wheat or be wheat farmers, let us decide that. If we 
are not, then let us draw the line. I am not arguing with Mr. Belcher 
or with you—I am merely trying to point out that the referendum 
program is not an easy program, one that will satisfy the 15-acre 
farmer and the large farmer. And if anyone says that the 15-acre 
farmer is not to be reckoned with, let us bring out a bill here that will 
eliminate him and give the wheatgrowers what they want. And you 
will find that the 15-acre farmers in the United States will not take 
long to let you know about that. 

The Cuamman. Wealready know that. 

Mr. Bevcuer. I may be wrong in this, but there is not a great dif- 
ference in voting in various sections of the country. You have deter- 
mined that, have you not? 

Mr. McLarn. We would have to furnish that for the record, Mr. 
Belcher, I do not have it with me. 

(The information to be furnished follows :) 





Results of wheat marketing quota referendum 
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Mr. Betcuer. My thought is that the small farmers have voted in 
about the same proportion for the program that the larger farmers 
have, and that there have not been any great distinction. I do not 
think that you can assume the presumption that Mr. Albert took a 
moment ago that the small farmers vote for one program, and the 
large farmers vote for another program. I think you will find about 
the same percentage clear across the board, in that respect. 

The Cuarrman. You propose in this bill to give the wheat farmers 
of America complete freedom ? 

Mr. McLarty. Right. 

The Cuatrman. That is right, is it not ? 

Mr. McLain. Right. The program has failed the way it has oper- 
ated ; why not try this? 

The Cuatrman. You are not answering my question. I know that 
you have said that it has failed. Of course, it has failed. But the 
proposal here is that you would take off all controls, and give him 
complete freedom and lower the price supports; that is right, is it 
not ? 

Mr. McLarty. Plus an expansion of the conservation reserve, which 
isa part of the package. 

Mr. Jounson of Wisconsin. What will you pay for that under this 
conservation reserve / 

Mr. McLarty. We will pay him the amount that he is entitled to if 
the Congress appropriates the money. 

Mr. Jomnson of Wisconsin. What is the land in the wheat country 
being used for? What is the price for it? 

Mr. McLain. It varies, as Mr. Albert and Mr. Belcher could tell 
vou, from $25 to $250 an acre—it varies all over the place. 

The CHAIRMAN. $25Qan acre / 

Mr. McLarty. I am talking about the value of the land. 

Mr. Jounson of Wisconsin. I asked you what we would pay for it 
under the conservation reserve ¢ 

Mr. McLatn. I said the amount that we would pay him will depend 
upon the quality of his land, and we have run— 

Mr. Jounson of Wisconsin. What type of land is that? 

Mr. McLain. That is what I thought your question was. 

Mr. Jounson of Wisconsin. What is that type of land being used 
for now under the conservation reserve ¢ 

Mr. McLain. You mean the rental rate ? 

Mr. Jounson of Wisconsin. Yes; the rental rate. 

Mr. McLary. The national average for rental is in the neighbor- 
hood of $12 or $13 an acre. 

Mr. Jounson of Wisconsin. I am talking about land in wheat ? 

Mr. McLain. It isa little less than that. 

Mr. Jonnson of Wisconsin. What is it? 

Mr. McLarty. We can furnish that information for the record by 
States, if you want it, Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jounson of Wisconsin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McLain. We will put it this way. When the money is appro- 
priated, we will use the money to get the most that we can for the 
use of the money. 

The Cuatrman. Very well, furnish it for the record. 

(The information to be furnished follows :) 
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Conservation reserve program: Rental rate per acre under contract, Aug. 14, 
1959, in 17 leading wheat States’ 
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1The rental rate on conservation reserve acreage for a farm is based on general pro- 
ductivity of the land and no separate rate is available for wheatland, or land devoted to 
any other specific commodity. For the above States it is probable that rentals shown for 
all conservation reserve land can be considered also as rentals for wheatland. 


The Cuarrman. As I understand it, you have stated your proposi- 
tion very clearly, that it is freedom for the farmer and no supports 
and—— 

Mr. McLain. Yes; except we would provide for lower supports. 

The CHarrMan. You are opposed to a bill which has been sub- 
mitted to this committee by the National Wheat Growers and the 
Farmers Union and the Grange ? 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

The CuarrMANn. You have made that clear. 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

The CHarrMan. I want to ask you about the Farm Bureau’s bill— 
are you opposed to that, too / 

Mr. McLain. We will accept it. Their bill does not materially 
differ from ours, except that it puts a floor of about 110 percent of 
the corn loan rate which we would not object to. 

The Cuairman. Mr. Smith of Kansas. 

Mr. Smiru of Kansas. I have never been able to understand the 
policy of your Department when you advocate that the way to get 
rid of this excess wheat is to reduce the price—that has been your 
policy over the years, has it not 

Mr. McLain. Well, we have been for a lower price support. 

Mr. Smirn of Kansas. To reduce the price ? . 

Mr. McLain. ‘That is correct. 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Albert has talked about academic facts. I want 
to talk about economic facts. How can the American wheat farmer, 
in view of the prices he has to pay are going up, and you advocate 
reducing the price of his bushel of wheat at the same time? How can 
he continue to exist? You see it in the headlines in the newspapers 
He has to pay increased interest rates and so forth. I would like to 
have somebody explain that, as to how he can continue to exist ? 

Mr. McLain. We furnished one table, Mr. Smith, that I hope you 
will all take time to look at, which shows the value of wheat for a good 
many years per acre. It is next to the last column which is part of 
the answer to your question. 

I realize that one of the real complaints that we have today is the 
increased cost of f: arm operation. 

Mr. Smiru. That is what Iam after. 

Mr. McLarty. My answer to you is until we can put a stop to some 
of the increases that are taking place as in the realm of labor demands 
and increased profits, this will still continue to be a real problem. 
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Let me point this out to you, that in the period from 1946 to 1952, 
gross farm income went up from $30 billion to $37 billion, and durin 
that same period, net farm income was reduced by about $800 million, 
almost $1 billion; in other words, we have the equivalent here of about 
$8 billion of increased costs that the farmer just took on the chin. 
That is not the worst part of it. That has been frozen into his cost 
structure. We have not seen any costs go down materially since that 
time. And some are still going up. 

This is one of the real reasons why, in my judgment, if I sat in 
Congress, I would look with a severe eye upon anything that permitted 
the cost of anything that the farmers require to go up. 

Mr. SmirnH. But he cannot control it. 

Mr. McLarn. You say that he cannot control it. You have a bill 
introduced in this session of Congress along that line. Do you think 
that has any effect on what may ultimately happen to costs? 

Mr. Suiru. I do not think it will. 

Mr. McLarty. Why do you not have something to say about it? 
That bill is going to be voted on inthis country. T hat is the minimum 
wage bill of $1.25. The minimum w age will go up to $1.25. I think 
that it is pretty hard to become politic: ally potent on this. 

The CuHarrmMan. Mr. Breeding. 

Mr. Breepinc. Mr. McLain, I am a wheat farmer. I have been in 
Congress going on 4 years. Every time we have proposed something 
you fight it. You, or the administration, or the Secret: iry of Agric ul- 
ture—let me finish this—fight it. This year we have a National Asso- 
ciation of Wheat Growers bill, members of which association are 
sitting in this room right now, who have come up here with a decent, 
respec ctable program, and you say, “No.” You seem to be more inter- 
ested in foreign people, because in the statement you just made, you 
said that you thought that this would hurt the foreign people by hav- 
ing our subsidy go up. 

I ask you why can you not give us something similar to that which 
vou gave the corn people of this country? This morning you come 
in here and you ask me to take $1.34 for wheat in 1961. You ask me 
to take $1.26 in 1962, and you ask me to take $1.14 in 1963. And then 
you state that you will work it up in 1964 to 90 percent. That figure 
is less approximately than the price of corn. 

Why do you have such an antipathy for the wheat farmer ? 

Mr. McLary. I am sure that some of the 

Mr. Breeprne. If I have said anything to hurt your feelings, it is all 

right, but my people expect me to stand up for them, and I am trying 
to do it, and I resent the fact that every time they come up here with 
a program for wheat, you are opposed to it. 

Mr. McLarw. In the first place, you did not say it intentionally, 
but one of your statements is not accurate. 

We will put in the record as Mr. Poage has requested, what our 
program would do the fourth year. I do not know who has advised 
you on this point. 

Mr. Breeprne. It figures out that way. I am not an expert at 
figures, but I can see how wheat could go to $1.10 a bushel on your 
recommendation at 90 percent of the average of the past 3 years. It 
is easy to figure out. If every year you set a price, and you add that 
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to the prior years, you would get $1.10 a bushel for wheat. And as 

time goes on In 1964 and following years, you ask us to continue to 
take 90 percent every year, and it would become cheaper in price 
each year. 

Mr. McLarn. You missed a point in that, Mr. Breeding, that the 
fourth year it would go back to the 90 percent which has the effect 
in the fourth year of bringing the price back up. 

I am sure if you will check it carefully, you will agree with this. 

Mr. Breeprna. It is 90 percent of the past 3 years for 1964. 

Mr. McLarty. When you do that, you will find that the price does 
come up. 

Mr. BREEDING. It comes up on the basis of 75 percent of the average 
of the past 3 years times 90 percent for 1964 and following years, but 
does not go beyond that. 

Mr. McLatn. It comes above where it was a third year. 

Mr. Breepine. Anyway, it is, approximately, the price of corn. 

Mr. McLatn. Part of your other statement which [ disagree with, 
which certainly, you would give me the right of doing so, so long as 
you made the st! atement, that we have not tried to be objective. I 
have not heard that st atement even made by Mr. Albert who has been 
very fair in the subcommittee hearings, trying to reach a solution 
which, I realize, is difficult, because even in your major farm organ- 
izations, they do not agree in this area. But the argument as to this 
program of the group that you indicated was brought forward to you, 
I know that they did it in good faith, as they have every year. We 
have been very consistent in this from the beginning. As I pointed 
out to you, in my judgment, the latest version of it is the most objec- 
tionable of any that they have submitted—simply, for the first time it 
brings in all of our export wheat into the primary system which the 
founders of the domestic parity act never dreamed of. 

Mr. Breepinc. Why do you not offer the wheat farmer the same 
program as you have for corn, 65 percent of parity with unlimited 
production ¢ 

Mr. McLarty. I have not heard anybody around this table suggest- 
ing that. ’ 

Mr. Breepine. Would you object to such a program ? 

Mr. McLarn. It is our responsibility to offer what we think is the 
right program. I would say that what you are talking about would 
meet only some of the criteria that the President has set out here, if 
somebody wants to propose it. 

The CuamrMan. Mr. Quie. 

Mr. Qum. Mr. McLain, will you, also, furnish figures as to what 
was the total planted acres for each of these years ? 

Mr. McLain. We can supply that very quickly. 

Mr. Quire. And the number of diverted acres, the acres in the con- 
servation and acreage reserve ? 

Mr. McLaty. We could supply that for the record. 

(The information referred to follows :) 
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All wheat: Estimated planted acres and adjustments attributable to the soil 
bank program 


(Thousands of acres] 


ne 


| Soil bank acres attributed to wheat 





U.S. total a eS hee heii a tee 
Year planted | ee 
acres | Acreage | € Yonserva- | Total soil 
| reserve ition reserve | bank acres 
kuti sibilities sce she ——|—— 3 Bt 
ee | 78, 981 | 
Loc cana ah de eel ; 4 62, 802 | 
1940__ : : 61, 820 | 
1941___ ne ‘ : | 62, 707 
1942___ s ‘ ' 53, 000 
Bee niece , 55, 984 A 
ae on ‘ ‘ 66, 190 . | “a 
1945 a Santee 69, 192 
1946 . z : 71, 578 
. == ; ‘ 78, 314 | 
sas on aie | 78, 345 
a a ; . 83, 905 | 
aS 71, 287 
1961 Se. ) ‘ 78, 524 
Bae a 78, 645 | 
1953___- bs ‘ 78, 931 
1954__ ; | 62, 539 
1955 58, 241 ; 
1956_. ; 60, 658 | 5, 670 | 5, 670 
1957 : | 49, 852 12, 783 497 | 13, 280 
1958 | 56, 269 5, 289 776 6, 065 
1959_- 58, 043 2, 330 | 2, 330 


Mr. Quie. Is there a price differential as to the price of wheat? 

Mr. McLatn. It is 20 cents differential. This 20-cent differential 
was a discount on the price that was not acceptable to Beltsville and 
to our State research people. It is on the basis of a discount. We 
call it a discount variety program, which has the effect of almost 
eliminating undesirable varieties. 

Mr. Quire. I have gotten the impression that the administration 
does not favor production controls. Are you by the conservation 
reserve attempting to contro] production / 

Mr. McLain. It is the only approach that we can ever get at that 
will do it. All we have done is just to shift acreage from one place to 
another before. We all understand that—every person on this com- 
mittee. This is the only way that you are ever going to do that. 

Mr. Quire. One way would be to support the prices at a percentage 
of parity as is presently the case, but another way would be to sup- 
port it at the current price or a lower level, but allow the prices to 
work higher in the marketplace by increasing the CCC resale price. 
You say that resale should be at 100 percent of the market price, 
while for 3 years when you would support wheat at 75 percent of the 
average market price. 

Mr. McLarty. That is correct. 

Mr. Quire. But thereafter it would be a 10-percent differential, 
whereas in the law now the resale price is 5 percent over the current 
support level. 

Mr. McLarn. Not less than 10. We would not object to it being 
higher. We firmly believe that this ought not to be poured into the 
domestic market when we already have too much being produced. 

Mr. Quire. I think an important factor in Mr. Albert’s question 
would have been how big a difference you agreed to. In my bill it 
could not be less than 105 percent of full parity. The Farm Bu- 
reau’s bill has 150 percent of the support level in this bill. 
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Mr. McLain. This would be no problem with us. If the Congress 
thinks it ought to be higher, this would be no problem. 

Mr. Quire. You would accept what the Congress passed ? 

Mr. McLarn. Yes; in this case. 

Mr. Quire. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Pirnie. 

Mr. Pirnie. You made an observation as to payment in kind. To 
what extent should that be used ? 

Mr. McLain. We would use it, Mr. Pirnie, to the extent as I tried 
to say a while ago, that we did not depress the current going market 
price of the farmers selling their current production. We have had 
some experience with this in the acreage reserve program in wheat. 
We set up a program that would do it. And the wheatgrowers came 
in here en masse and said, “For goodness sake, quit doing it, because 
when you release this wheat at the market price, you have the ten- 
dency to depress the market price.” And there is not any wheat 
farmer that I know of that w ants that done. 

So having had this experience, we felt unless you can pull your 
current production down below the takeoff, that it is pretty dangerous 
to pour this stuff back into the market. i am sure every member of 
this committee would agree to this. 

Mr. Pirnte. You do not seem to have much confidence as to its being 
a means of it pulling it down. 

Mr. McLarn. Always remember if we move 100 million bushels of 
corn out of our stock into the free market it will replace another 100 
million bushels in the country. And it could well mean that we would 
take it back in the front door. 

Mr. Pirnre. What is your position as to turning over an entire 
farm ¢ 

Mr. McLain. Our position—and it has been substantiated by the 
best brains in our department and, also, in our State colleges who have 
studied this thing that the most effective use of money vif you want to 
set aside land and do something about this program of ‘wheat and feed 
grains—is to take the whole unit out of production, because when you 
do that you eliminate the possibility th at you will get the poorest 
acres, that he will only give you one half of his land, and that he would 
take the other half and soup it up and try to offset the reduction that 
he has contributed. We are positive on this point. 

We recognize that this causes some problems, but we are not going 
to justify it otherwise. Some of our most severe critics of the con- 
servation program have been the cotton ginners, the people who 
handle grain, the people who sell petroleum, the people who sell fer- 
tilizer and the people who sell feed. 

To me this indicates that the program is working. 

If we do not want to do mien about the problem then the proper 
way to go at it is only to permit taking out a certain percentage of 
the land, because we will end up with not much effect. 

We feel so firmly on this, that if we had a bar in the rogram pro- 
hibiting taking the whole units, we would as soon not have the pro- 
gram, because we think it would be completely ineffective. 

Mr. Prrnte. You think that it will get the proper units ? 

Mr. McLarty. We have a vast number of people who are getting 
near to 65 and would like to retire, and those who would like to retire 
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ahead of that, many who are disabled, many women whose husbands 
have died—we have a vast number of p ople who have retired right 
on the farm and I do not know of any better place to do it myself. 

Mr. Pirniz. They have ceased to be farmers ? 

Mr. McLatn. They have ceased to be active participants in pro- 
ducing things, that is correct. 

Mr. Prrnte. How far do you think you should go in determinin 
what should be included under the conservation reserve—do you think 
that it should be in certain areas ? 

Mr. McLatn. We put this in, Mr. Pirnie, for this reason, when the 
program first started we had a good many people on the ‘Appro ri- 
ations Committee who talked to us. The fact is that we had Jan- 
guage written right in, in the appropriations act as to that, and that 

retty much forced us to divide the money by formula among the 

States. If we are going to run a relief program, that is all right. 
That is the way it ought to be, I think, but to run a program to do 
something about production, you ought to pinpoint where the area 
of trouble is. 

Our area of trouble with wheat today is in the great Southwest 
area, the hard fall planted wheat. We have tremendous stocks that 
are way out of proportion to any ae area or type. 

We feel that the Secretary ought to be permitted to go into Kansas, 
Texas, and three or four other States, and use a higher percentage of 
the price to set that land aside, then when we go up and down an 
area where they grow Durum wheat, where we do not have a surplus, 
and that we ought there to soft-pedal the program and say to the 
farmers up there that we do not want to go any further on it. 

We also feel—and we have done this— there ought to be a limit in 
any one area as to the amount of land that we will take out. We 
have put that at 25 percent, currently, because we recognize that you 
cannot upset the small community where you have schools and the 
small businessmen. We recognize that this load ought to be car- 
ried as near as we can with the volume there. 

Mr. Prmnte. I thank you very much. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Levering. 

Mr. Levertnc. Your program is designed to reduce the overall 
production of wheat, as I understand it. I would like to say for 
the record that in my opinion in central Ohio that the farmers would 
welcome this type of program, because they grow wheat as a part of 
their historic rotation program. And sec ondly, because the wheat 
we grow is Soft Red Winter wheat of a very high quality; and it 
actually never has been in surplus. 

I think that while they prefer to have this type of program, it 
would not contribute greatly to your ultimate objective to reduce the 
overall production. 

I would like to ask this question : Do you not believe that the bushel- 
age approach to the allotment is more realistic than the acreage 
allotment approach ? 

Mr. McLarty. It is more realistic, but it has a lot of problems con- 
nected with it, so that we would not recommend it. 

Mr. Levertne. You would not recommend it? 

Mr. McLarty. No. 
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Mr. Levertne. Do you have any figures as to what the wheat pro- 
duction that we have on Government-owned land ¢ 

Mr. McLarty. This has been pretty eliminated in recent years be- 
cause, as you know, the Congress permitted us to disbar this land 
from future use, 

Mr. Levertne. Do you have any actual figures showing exactly 
how much wheat is grown on such land ? 

Mr. McLain. For the last several years we have had a prohibition 
on using it. There are some long-term contracts where the military 
or the ordnance people, even some of the other areas, had long-term 
contracts that we could not touch until the contracts expired. 

We can do it by estimating on this. It would not be very much. 
We have pretty well stopped it. 

Mr, Levertne. Thank you. 

The CuatrmMan. Mr. Poage. 

Mr. Poage. I wonder if I might submit my own calculation for the 
record. When the Department brings down the figures, nobody is 
here and nobody is going to hear them. That is the saddest thing 
about this. I want you tocheck these figures. 

As I figure it, assuming that the Department starts with a support 
price of SI. 34 in 1961, it ‘would result in a support price of $1.28 in 
1962, and a price of $1.16 in 1963, and $1.26 in 1964. That is where 
you come back—not back up, but where you started, and $1.23 in 
1965 

Mr. Smiru of Kansas. That contains the 20 cents a bushel in the 
figures that you are talking about ? 

Mr. Poace. In other words, it leaves you around $1, and you are 
getting 4 cents of it back as a credit when you get the $1.28, which 
means $1.08. 

Mr. Hagen. I would like to ask the witness two questions: I wonder 
if you would submitt a memorandum outlining all of the loopholes in 
the present wheat law ? 

Mr. McLarn. Yes, sir, we have tried to enumerate the most glaring 
ones in my testimony. 

Mr. Hacen. I know that there are minor ones also. Would you 
submit a memorandum outlining all of the loopholes? 

Mr. McLatn. There are many of them; yes, sir. 

Mr. Hagen. And secondly, if it is not outside your policy, would 
you identify those which should be eliminated as part of any wheat 
bill that you would approve? 

Mr. McLain. All right. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


LOOPHOLES IN PRESENT LAW 


1. Too large a minimum national acreage allotment.—Twenty years ago when 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, set a minimum national 
acreage allotment of 55 million acres, yields were less than 13 bushels per 
planted acre. In the 1950’s average yields have been nearly 18 bushels. A 
normal wheat crop on this minimum will produce 1.2 billion bushels, or about 
100 million to 200 million bushels more than total requirements at current 
support levels. 

2. Compliance on harvested basis.—Yields have shot up from 20.2 bushels per 
acre in 1956 to 27.3 bushels per acre with the shift from a planted to a 
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harvested basis to determine compliance with allotments and quotas. Under 
this arrangement farmers can overplant, keep the best acreage, and destroy the 
poorest. 
3. 15-acre eremption.—In 1941 Congress exempted farms producing 15 acres 
or less from marketing quotas. The number of farms coming under this 
exemption has expanded by 152,000 between 1956 and 1959, resulting in a cut- 
back in acreage in the efficient wheat acres. 

4. Basing marketing quota penalty on normal yields.—Actual yields have been 
well above normal. 

LOOPHOLES TO BE ELIMINATED 


If the control concept is to be retained in the wheat program, it is essential 
that the loopholes be closed and effective actions be taken to bring production 
down until stocks are reduced to desired levels. The legislative changes needed 
would include such as the following: 

1. Base price supports on a percentage of the average market prices of the 
immediately preceding years, or, if the present standard is retained, give the 
Secretary the same discretion as he has for most other commodities. 

2. Eliminate the provision allowing any farmer to produce and market up to 
15 acres of wheat. 

8. Permit all wheatgrowers to vote in the marketing quota referendum—not 
just the larger producers. 

4. Base compliance with acreage allotments on a planted, rather than a 
harvested basis. 

5. Increase the penalty rate for overplanting to a point that will stop this 
practice. 

6. Base the penalty for overplanting on the actual overproduction rather than 
the normal yield per acre. 

7. Eliminate the 55 million acre minimum to allow adjusting the acreage to 
the amount of wheat that can be sold for dollars under the support price that 
prevails. 

Mr. Hacen. My last question is this: You are advocating an exten- 
sion of an expansion of the conservation reserve, regardless of whether 
we pass any wheat bill ? 

Mr. McLarn. We are not asking for any expansion, that is, any 
material expansion, I will put it that way, if we do not pass a wheat 
bill. What the President will do if a bill comes to him where it is 
greatly expanded without a wheat bill I cannot answer; but I go to 
what the President said and what we are advised to say, namely, that 
the only way we would go for a big expansion in the conservation 
reserve is to do something about the wheat problem. 

Mr. Hacen. However, it is not your intention merely to imply that 
the conservation reserve would be only as to wheat ? 

Mr. McLar. No. 

Mr. Hacen. To the extent that we do not increase the price, we 
increase the possibility of doing a job with the conservation reserve 
with less money; is that not correct ? 

Mr. McLarn. I think that is correct. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Hogan. 

Mr. Hoean. Last May I introduced a bill, H.R. 7811, which was to 
take 65 million acres out of production. At that time, according to 
the Department of Agriculture, they objected to that type of a pro- 
gram. Now you say that you want to take 60 million acres out of 
production. 

If you take enough acres out under the conservation reserve pro- 
gram, that would solve the overall agricultural program—not a wheat 
bill, or any other kind of bill. 
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Mr. McLatn. This, I think, is debatable. I think it would be 
solved much quicker if you took part of the incentive out of the cur- 
rent wheat legislation. This is what we have tried to say in our 
presentation. I think if you took enough acreage out, if you really 
got at the heart of this thing, I think that your statement is accurate. 

Mr. Hocan. In my bill I had a payment in kind and in cash. You 
will not get the land out of production without that, will you? 

Mr. McLain. We understand that. We understand that we have 
been limited by what the Appropriations Committee will give it. We 
have not been given even what the law authorizes us to have, because 
the Appropriations Committee will not give us the funds. Once we 
get the funds, we would say that we would apply it across the board. 
The competitive basis would take you up into a higher bracket of land. 
That is what we anticipate will happen. 

Mr. Hoean. According to information from Mr. Wilcox, of the 
Library of Congress, at the end of 3 years he said that he did not 
think under my bill that we would have any surpluses at all, and at 
the end of 5 years he felt that we would not have any. I think that 
our main hope is in an overall conservation program. 

Mr. McLain. You certainly have that feeling among the farm peo- 
ple in your State. 

The CHarrMan. Mrs. May. 

Mrs. May. I did want to get something into the record along with 
the questions that have already been asked to help us compare the 
results of the two wheat proposals, 

I believe Mr. Poage has asked for the cost of the administration 
program and how many bushels would go into the Commodity Credit 
Corporation and what that cost would be. Now, it is correct that there 
will be some wheat going into feed channels under the administra- 
tion’s proposal, is it not ? 

Mr. McLain. Yes. But it will not be blended wheat. 

Mrs. May. Not blended wheat ? 

Mr. McLain. No. 

Mrs. May. It is true that there will have to be some places where, 
probably, competitively the price will be around $1.20 o# less under 
the loan ? 

Mr. McLarn. Under our proposal it will make the loan available 
to all wheat which, of course, is vastly different from putting 400 
million bushels into the feed market. 

Mrs. May. The domestic price will arrive at some place around the 
figures you mentioned. I wanted to get your idea of what the inter- 
national implications would be if the domestic price of wheat is at 
$1.20, and the international price is at $1.55 or more, in other words, 
the world market price ? 

Mr. McLarn. We have a loan rate of $1.77. We are paying a 55- 
cent subsidy. 

Mrs. May. It isa subsidy, rather ? 

Mr. McLarn. That brings us down not a whole lot, that is, in the 
way of a difference, than what we are talking about. Your question 
is what implication will this have in the world market? 

Mrs. May. On the world market, yes. 

Mr. McLatn. I can assure you that I have been very close to the 
Canadians and the Australians who are our principal competitors, 
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and they have consistently said to me, “You run a multiple-price plan 
where you subsidize into export which our farmers do not use. And 
if you do like our farmers do, we will not have any question.” 

Mrs. May. I do not understand what makes the difference. 

Mr. McLarn. The difference is that you are using the Federal Treas- 
ury in one instance. And in the other instance, the farmer is doing 
the same as the Canadian farmer. However, in our case we have a 
loan rate. 

Mr. Suorr. Pardon me, I do not understand you as to the world 

rice. 

Mr. McLary. We have an international wheat agreement. Re- 
member that the discounts for the various qualities of wheat under 
the international wheat agreement are very wide. 

Mrs. May. That is under the international wheat agreement ? 

Mr. McLain. There is a floor for the particular class of wheat. It 
is in that neighborhood that I would like to look at the terms of the 
new agreement which is lower than the one we have had. 

Mrs. May. Would you sell at this floor price or under it? 

Mr. McLatrn. I think that we would have no problem at all in this 
area as to where the price would come to. This is one reason why, 
in my judgment, the price of wheat would not come down to where 
the loan rate is even, because the demand at the world price, if we 
establish the world price at a certain level, that is where it is. We 
and the Canadians pretty well make the world price by what we do, 
except in wartime. 

Mrs. May. Thank you very much. I guess I am a little dense on 
why the contention arises over whether or not we meet the world 
market on a subsidized basis or not. 

Mr. McLarn. You are not dense on this at all. 

Mrs. May. I still do not understand what effect these subsidies had 
on Canadian reaction. 

Mr. McLarn. I am very close to the Canadian Wheat Board. Their 
objections have been as to this. Take for example the farmer right 
across the border from you, and a farmer on the south side of the line. 
Every bushel of that goes out of this country at 55 to 75 cents a 
bushel, and theirs goes out at the world market price. They just do 
not like this. 

We are talking in this program of the same almost as the program 
that has been presented here. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Latta. 

Mr. Latra. Mr. McLain, as to the 15-acre farmers, I would like to 
have you state where most of these are located. 

Mr. McLatrn. We will put it in the record by States where they are 
located, Mr. Latta. 

Mr. Larra. Just generally, in the United States, where are they 
located ? 

Mr. McLain. Most of them are located east of the Missouri River. 

Mr. Larra. What kind of wheat do they raise ? 

Mr. McLarn. They raise the kind of wheat that you do in your area. 

Mr. Larra. Soft Red Winter wheat? 

Mr. McLa1n. Well, they raise other kinds too. 

Mr. Larra. They raise other types. The record is to the effect that 
our surplus is only about 2 million bushels of wheat of that type. 
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Mr. McLatn. Yes, that is correct. We have a pretty good export 
subsidy on it, as we do on all wheat. 

Mr. Larra. But still we have cut it down to 15 acres. 

Mr. McLarty. We would like to take the limit off even the 15 acres. 

Mr. Larra. Iagree with you. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. If there are no further questions, we thank you 
very much, Mr. McLain. 

Mr. McLarn. Thank you very much for a very courteous hearing. 

The CuarrMan. We will stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12 :20 p.m., the committee was adjourned.) 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 17, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 1310, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Harold D. Cooley (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present: Representatives Cooley, Poage, Gathings, Abernethy, 
Albert, Abbitt, Thompson, Jones of Missouri, Hagen, Johnson of 
Wisconsin, Jennings, McGovern, Coad, Breeding, Stubblefield, Mc- 
Sween, Hogan, Levering, Hoeven, Dague, Belcher, McIntire, Dixon, 
Smith of Kansas, Teague of California, Quie, Short, Mrs. May, Pirnie, 
and Latta. 

Also present : Representative Smith of Iowa. 

Christine S. Gallagher, clerk; Hyde H. Murray, assistant clerk; 
and Francis M. LeMay, consultant. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will please be in order. We are 
a little pressed for time this morning, because we have an executive 
session at 11. I hope that you all will bear in mind the fact that 
our time is limited. 

The Chair now recognizes the distinguished gentleman from Kan- 
sas, Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Smitru of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, I want to introduce Mr. Ger- 
ald C. Stover, of Colby, Thomas County, Kans. He lives in one of 
the counties that over the years has produce ed as much wheat as any 
county in the State, outside of one other county. I think Mr. Stover 
knows more about the wheat production in the high plains than any 
man in Kansas, possibly with the exception of Cliff Hope. 

Over the years he has been interested in the problem of the wheat 
producers on the high plains. 

He has his own farm. 

Mr. Stover and I do not always agree upon the remedy for our 
problems, except that we both know one thing definitely; that the 
surplus problem is our main problem, and that if we cannot reduce 
it, we are in difficulty, and that we cannot reduce it by paying more 
money for it. 

Mr. Stover has had some difficulty in the past with the interpre- 
tation of the regulations. That is, with the Department officials 
over their interpretation of the law. 

I trust the members of the committee will listen to what Mr. Stover 
has to say very carefully because, as I said in the beginning, he knows 
the problems of the wheat area of the high pl iins. 
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Mr. Stover. 
The Cuatrman. We are very delighted to have you, Mr. Stover. 
We will be glad to hear you now. 
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STATEMENT OF GERALD C. STOVER, THOMAS COUNTY WHEAT 
PRODUCERS, COLBY, THOMAS COUNTY, KANS. 


Mr. Stover. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Gerald C. Stover, my residence is Colby, Thomas 
County, Kans. I am an attorney and a farmer, and I represent the 
Thomas County Wheat Producers, Inc., in this appearance before 
your committee. 

The Thomas County Wheat Producers, Inc., is a corporation or- 
ganized not for profit, and came into being as a result of inequities 
in the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, and the 
regulations under which it is administered. 

The wheat acreage allotments and wheat quotas for Thomas County 
and for other western Kansas counties have not been administered 
according to the law and the regulations in effect. 

When allotments were established in 1953 for the crop year of 
1954, the histories for the individual farms were utterly disregarded. 
In Thomas County a rule was established, without reducing the rule 
to writing, that the base acreage for the farms for the 1954 crop 
year should be 50 percent of cropland. On this basis, in determining 
the individual farm base, the county committee eliminated histories 
which were materially below, or materially above, 50 percent of crop- 
land. In the elimination of historical years, for purposes of de- 
termining individual wheat farm bases, it was the practice of the 
county committee of Thomas County to use reasons in the 1954 regu- 
lations without any evidence to support the reasons. With reference 
to this question, I quote a portion of the transcript before the review 
committee of Thomas County, Kans., Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Committee in the cases wherein J. E. Ziegelmeier and 
Ernest W. Ziegelmeier filed applications for review and the hearing 
was held on June 7 and 8, 1956. The testimony quoted is a part of 
the testimony of Margaret Herold, who was Chief Clerk of the Thomas 
County ALS. & C. office at the time allotments were established for 
the 1954 crop year. At page 93 of the transcript, the testimony is as 
follows: 

By Mr. STOVER: 

Q. I want to know something else. When you eliminate historical years for 
the reason given in the regulation, does someone make a note that Jones knows 
this farm had a crop failure the year before or had an abnormally high acreage 
or what do you put in the files to support that? 

A. Nothing. That is all made on the listing sheets. 

With reference to elimination of histories for the crop year of 1952, 
the most commonly used reason by the Thomas County Committee was 
reason 3 of the 1954 wheat acreage allotments regulation, which was: 


Abnormally high because of failure of crops other than wheat 


The failure, as it affected farms in Thomas County, would have 
generally applied to the 1951 crop year. For the 1951 crop year, one 
of the better crops of corn, barley, oats, and sorghum grains was 
produced in Thomas County, due to abnormally high precipitation in 
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1951. The production in bushels of corn, oats, barley, and grain 
sorghums for the crop years 1949 through 1953 may be found in the 
tables at the end of my statement, 

By comparing the years, for most of the crops you will see that in 
first or second place the differences, and where it is first, it is several 
times the average for the other years. 

The crops I have just described are the principal crops other than 
wheat which are attempted to be grown in the area I represent and 
the statistics furnished were supplied from a report made by J. E. 
Palleson, agricultural statistician, acting in charge, Topeka, Kans. 

As further evidence that the regulations were not followed in estab- 
lishing the wheat acreage allotments for’ 1954, I have counted the 
number of times reason 3 was used to eliminate histories in Morgan 
Township, a part of Thomas County. Out of 127 farms listed on 
the wheat listing sheets for 1954, reason 3 was used to eliminate 83 
1952 histories. I personally know that reason 3 was not factually 
supported and no evidence of any kind was taken or received by the 
county committee as a factual basis for the use of reason 3. 

I would have counted the number of times it was used for the entire 
county, but the 1954 wheat listing sheets for this country are in 
Washington, D.C., and have been for some time. The net result of 
the method used in Thomas County and in the western Kansas 
counties of establishing base acreages at 50 percent of cropland, or 
very close thereto, was that the histories during the years of 1952 
and 1953 were not fully reflected in the wheat-farm bases for the 
farms. With the result that the farms received inadequate adjust- 
ments for diversion credit for the future wheat histories of the farms, 
which has reduced the wheat acreages used in the computation of the 
county and State allotments for Kansas as it affects the western 
Kansas counties. 

Attached to my prepared statement as the last exhibit is a map 
of the State of Kansas which I have prepared and which shows the 
resulting inequities. The map is appended, the last exhibit. And 
the figures for the map were written by me from the histories and 
the wheat-farm bases in the State A.S. & C. office at Manlattan, Kans. 
I have taken the difference in the actual histories, the averages, for 
1952 and 1953, and the wheat-farm bases actually established, and 
then I have converted those differences into a percentage with rela- 
tion to the differences and the actual histories in existence, and the 
percentages appear by counties. 

My county happens to be the second tier from the north in the up- 
per left-hand corner, and the second tier from the west. You can 
see what this process has done to the rest of the counties, because those 
histories would have resulted in a higher base for the farms, and a 
better adjustment upward for diversion credit. 

Attached to my prepared statement, as exhibit (1), is a copy of the 
“Summary of the Wheat County” histories furnished me by the State 
A.S. & C. office for determining the Thomas County histories for 
the purpose of making allotments for the years 1954 through 1960. 
Near the bottom of exhibit (1) I have added the cropland acres serv- 
iced with allotment by the Thomas County A.S. & C. office, and these 
cropland acres were taken from data furnished by the Thomas County 
A.S. & C. office. 
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Exhibit (1) shows all of the histories used to make up the county 
history, since this current series of controls began in 1954. And 
an analysis of those histories will show a very substantial difference 
between the precontrolled years, 1954 and other years. It will take 
some time to study that. I will not dwell too long on it in the inter- 
ests of time. 

The histories used in computing the base acreage for Thomas County 
show a substantially higher acreage for crop years prior to 1954 than 
for 1954 and subsequent years. The major reason for the difference 
is the failure to use the true wheat-farm histories in the wheat-farm 
bases when allotments were established for 1954. For 1955 and 
subsequent years, the bases, although having been determined by dif- 
ferent methods, have generally resulted in about the same base for 
each farm as was used in 1954. 

Mr. Coap. May I ask a question ? 

The CHarmman. We would like to finish with the statements first. 

Mr. Coap. My question relates to whether there is any future 
legislation suggested in this statement. 

Mr. Stover. Yes, future legislation. 

The Cuatrman. You have just talked about past transactions, and 
then you will come to the future legislation that you believe we 
should have ¢ 

Mr. Srover. Yes. 

Mr. Coap. Thank you. 

Mr. Srover. The Kansas State A.S. & C. office of the U.S. De- 
partment of Agriculture in Washington, D.C., have for a number 
of years attempted to conceal from the farmers the adverse effect 
on future allotments by not using the wheat farm histories in the 
wheat farm bases. To support this, I refer to the testimony of 
Carl Williams in the transcript of proceedings before the Review 
Committee of Thomas County, Kans., Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Committee held on June 7, and 8, 1956, wherein J. E. 
Ziegelmeier and Ernest W. Ziegelmeier had filed applic ations for 
review. In this proceeding, at page 104, after the review commit- 
tee had refused to admit as evidence the manner of establishment of 
1954 allotments in Thomas County, Kans., I made, for the purposes 
of the record, an offer of proof, and called as my witness, Carl Wil- 
liams, program specialist, State office of agricultural conservation 
and stabilization, and Carl Williams refused to be sworn. Subse- 
quently, in the same case, I obtained for J. E. Ziegelmeier and Ernest 
W. Ziegelmeier a favorable decision from Judge C. E. Birney, judge 
of the district court of Thomas County, Kans. In his decision, Judge 
C. E. Birney said: 

Mr. Carl Williams was asked to testify and refused. No reason is given in 
the transcript for such refusal. Such conduct, of course, cannot be excused by 
this court and such refusal could probably require a rehearing. It marked a 
definite tendency on the part of the appellees to be uncooperative. 


Subsequently, at other hearings on the same issue, Carl Williams 
was an evasive and uncooperative witness. 

On the 19th of April, 1956, I wrote a letter to the Honorable Ezra 
Taft Benson calling his attention to the methods used in Thomas 
County, Kans. A copy of the letter, marked “Exhibit (2)”, is attached 
to my prepared statement. The reply I received to this letter, written 
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by Clarence I. Palmby, dated May 3, 1956, is attached to my prepared 
statement and marked “Exhibit (3)”. The reply completely ignored 
and failed to answer my questions with regard to the future loss of 
acreage to Thomas County, Kans. After receipt of the reply, marked 
“Exhibit (3)”, I wrote to the Honorable Ezra Taft Benson, a letter 
dated May 8, 1956, requesting a reply to the portion of my letter which 
had been previously ignored. A copy of that letter, marked “Exhibit 
(4)”, is attached to my prepared statement. j 

Subsequently, on May 29, 1956, and before I received any reply to 
mv letter of May 8, I wrote the Honorable Ezra Taft Benson and 
a copy of that letter is attached to my prepared statement and marked 
“Exhibit (5)”. In reply thereto, I received another letter from 
Clarence 1. Palmby; which letter was dated June 18, 1956, a copy 
of the same, marked “Exhibit (6)”, is attached to my prepared state- 
ment. The reply, in answer to my question about the manner of 
establishing allotments in Thomas County, was a mere stated con- 
clusion that the regulations had been followed. My reply to that 
letter was made on June 22, 1956, and a copy of the same is attached 
to my prepared statement as exhibit (7). 

During the establishment of allotments for the 1960 crop year, the 
farmers in Rawlins County, Kans., which is a county just north 
of us, organized, and, as a result, filed many applications for review 
of their wheat acreage allotments. At this time I renewed my efforts 
to have an audit made of the Thomas County A.S. & C. 1954 wheat 
listing sheets. 

A copy of my letter, dated September 3, 1959, is attached to my 
prepared statement and marked “Exhibit (8)”. I mailed copies of 
this letter to Senator Andrew F. Schoeppel and to the Honorable 
Wint Smith, Congressman from the Sixth District of Kansas, and, 
in response thereto, received a telegram which read as follows: 

Mr. Earl Miller and James B. Dyess, Commodity Stabilization Service officials 
Department Agriculture and one member General Counsel’s Office to be in Colby 
September 14-15-16. Arranged for these gentlemen to see you relative audit 
wheat listing sheets concerning which you wrote me. Suggest you make efforts 
to contact them through local ASC office on one of above dates. 

Andrew Schoeppel, Kansas Senator 

Wint Smith, Member of Congress, Sixth District. 

When Mr. Miller and Mr. Dyess arrived at Colby, Kans., they 
discovered that the wheat listing sheets they had come to audit 
were in Washington, D.C. Subsequently, in response to my request for 
an audit, I received a reply from Louis N. le a copy of which 
reply is marked “Exhibit (9)” and attached to my prepared statement. 

Again, the net result of all the investigations was not a fair 
analysis of what had happened in Thomas County, Kans., but a 
mere stated conclusion that the regulations had been followed. 

On April 8, 1957, the Thomas County A.S. & C. Committee wrote 
the State committee at Manhattan, Kans., with reference to the same 
problem. A copy of their letter, marked “Exhibit (10)”, is attached 
to my prepared statement. Permission to increase wheat farm bases 
above acreage indicated by cropland was refused by the State com- 
mittee, as shown by a copy of their letter to the Thomas County 


~ 


AS. & C. office, dated May 1, 1957. A copy of that letter, marked 
“Exhibit (11)”, is attached to my prepared statement. 
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Wendell Becraft, State administrative officer, among other things 
in this letter, stated : 


Your request for the blanket authority to fix individual farm bases above the 
“acreage indicated by cropland” but not higher than 0.542 of the cropland cannot 
be approved by the State Committee. 

Upon obtaining information relative to the reply made by Wendell 
Becraft, I called him by phone at Manhattan, Kans., and inquired 
as to what he meant by “cannot be approved by the State committee,” 
quoted just above. I inquired whether he meant the regulations did 
not permit it, or whether the State committee did not desire to do 
it because there were too many counties who would need to have 
the same adjustments made. He said he believed it was permitted 
under the regulations, but there were too many other counties who 
would need to have the same adjustments made. 

He said he believed it was permitted under the regulations, but 
there were too many other counties with situations similar to Thomas 
County. 

The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, ought to be 
amended to permit and to require the Secretary of Agriculture to 
adjust 1954, 1955, 1956, 1957, 1958, 1959, and 1960 county and State 


histories so as to reflect the individual farm histories during years 
prior to 1954. 


TRANSFER OF FARMS IN AND OUT OF COUNTIES 


Many inequities have resulted from the inadequacy of system and 
accounting when farms are transferred from one county to another. 
Referring to exhibit (1), attached to my prepared statement, the crop- 
land acreage for Thomas County increased from 523,816 acres in 1954 
to 548,256 acres in 1955. Only a very small portion of this oe 
is accounted for by the cultivating of new land, but it is principal 
accounted for by the transfer of more farms into Thomas County then 
away from Thomas County. Yet, no adjustment in histories used for 
the making of the 1955 ots to Thomas County was made. Either 
the regul: itions with reference to county allotments did not provide 
for the making of adjustments at this time; or, someone in the office 
of Commodity Stabilization Service failed to make the adjustments. 
The result was that the farmers in Thomas County divided what should 
have been their allotment with in excess of 25,000 additional cropland 
acres. 

With reference to the crop year of 1956, you may again refer to 
exhibit (1), attached to my prepared statement. No system appears 
for making the adjustments which were made in histories between 
1955 and 1956. Computing the additional acreage on the basis of the 
additional cropland added after 1954, the factor would be 105.1 of the 
1954 histories. The histories shown for 1956 do not equal any par- 
ticular factor, and, it appears that Thomas County may have been 
given more adjustme nt than it was entitled to receive for the crop year 
1956. The histories used for 1956 appear to have been guesses made. 

A definite system of accounting for acres transferred in and out of 
counties ought to be established by the Secretary of Agriculture and, 
if he cannot do this, the C ongress ought to require it by. law. An acre 
of wheat allotment is a valuable property right and ought to be as 
strictly accounted for as are dollars. 
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PUBLIC LAW 85-203, AS AMENDED BY PUBLIC LAW 85-366 


Public Law 85-203 was enacted on the 28th day of August 1957. 
None of the farmers in the western Kansas counties had any actual] 
notice of the law before seeding the 1958 crop. On April 4, 1958, 
Public Law 85-203 was amended by Public Law 85-366. Under Pub- 
lic Law 85-366, the county and State used the wheat farm allotments 
for the overseeded farms in determining county and State bases for 
the history of the 1958 crop year. The individual farms which over- 
seeded used the wheat farm base for the individual farm history. The 
effect of this is to require complying farms to share the loss in history 
occasioned by overseeding farms in the 1958 crop year. In the first 
session of the 86th Congress, H.R. 9092 was introduced by Mr. Mc- 
Ginley and referred to the Committee on Agriculture. The bill would 
correct the inequity which exists under the laws I have just described. 
Reason will not support Public Law 85-366 as it affects the 1958 county 
and State histories. 


OVERSEEDING FARMS FAILING TO PRODUCE EXCESS 


Under present law and regulation, farms overseeding for the crop 
year of 1959 and subsequent years will not lose history or allotment 
if they store their excess wheat in accordance with the regulations; 
or, if they deliver the same to the Secretary of Agriculture in accord- 
ance with the regulations. The overseeding farm may, however, lose 
acreage if it fails to produce an excess. This, I believe, is a peculiar 
provision of the law which was simply not foreseen at the time it was 
drafted. I understand a bill has been introduced in the Senate by 
Andrew F. Schoeppel, from Kansas, which would correct this in- 
equity. The bill has been reported to me as Senate bill 1580. 

I might add to that, that Congressman Smith of Kansas has a 
similar bill in the hopper. 


DEFINITION OF “CROPLAND” 


On the basis of the definition of “cropland” contained in “Farm 
Constitution and Allotment Record Regulations,” paragraph 719.2, 
subparagraph (f), and on the basis of weight given to cropland in 
determining wheat farm bases in western Kansas counties, the county 
committees are adjusting histories up or down to keep close to the 
same ratio for the wheat farm base to the cropland of the farm. The 
result of this administration is that a new measurement often causes 
a change in wheat farm allotment. A further result, and one of more 
serious consequence, is that farmers who have without payment from 
the Government permitted cultivated land to go beak to grass, or 
who have seeded the same back to grass, are losing wheat acreage 
base and wheat farm allotment or must cultivate the land within the 
required time in order to hold the old farm allotment. The practice 
of the farmers with respect to retirement of land from cultivation 
ought to be encouraged by the law and the regulations, not dis- 
couraged. This class of farmers should at least be given the same 
consideration with respect to their future allotments as farmers who 
place land in the conservation reserve. The law and regulations 
should be amended to encourage the practice just described. 
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CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
and the regulations under which the law is administered, do little to 
control the overall surplus because of the shifting from one crop to 
another. To the extent land has been placed in the conservation 
reserve, the accumulation of surplus has been prevented; but other- 
wise it is like emptying a tank of water by taking a bucket of water 
out of one side, carrying it to the other side and pouring it back in the 
tank. The only loss is the water spilled and the evaporation from 
the storage of the water. Future legislation for wheat and other 
crops which require large acreage should be tied to a pro rata retire- 
ment of the same proportion of each farm from agricultural use. If 
this is done on a sufficient scale to control surplus in these basic com- 
modities, many of the farm problems will be solved. 

With reference to the siholabets which need to be made for the 
inequities resulting in the initial administration of wheat acreage 
allotments and wheat quotas which commenced for the crop year 
1954, it would be impractical to attempt to return the acreage to indi- 
vidual farms. The counties, however, should be permitted to petition 
for authority to increase their wheat histories so that the controlled 
years’ histories are reflective of the actual histories plus credits al- 
lowed for years prior to 1954. This might be done by permitting 
counties to petition the State A.S. & C. office, or by permitting them to 
petition the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Less inequities would result if allotments were made on a county line 
basis with provisions for joint compliance in appropriate cases, but 
with allotments made from the county where the land is situated, 
Such procedure would probably be simpler and more easily adminis- 
tered than a complicated system of accounting to show the acres trans- 
ferred from year to year. It would also eliminate the desire of farm- 
ers to have their land transferred into a county which, because of its 
history, receives a better allotment than the other county. 

Public Law 85-366 should be amended so as to give the same treat- 
ment to the crop year 1958 as 1959 and subsequent years receive. I 
believe House Resolution 9092, previously referred to the House Com- 
mittee on Agriculture in the Ist session of the 86th Congress, will 
correct the inequities under this law. 

Farmers are a particularly determined class of people and are not 
inclined to give up their farms, or farming operations, until they are 
bankrupt ; so, taking off controls would in my opinion not decrease but 
increase surplus. The problem is simple for the individual farmer— 
when the price is less his production must be more for him to meet his 
financial obligations and to live. 

Unless controls are abandoned by the Congress, future legislation 
on wheat will be tied to present wheat acreage allotments und wheat 
quotas and present records in the respective A.S. & C. offices will be 
used as a basis for these controls. Therefore, it is vital to sound wheat 
legislation that the inequities I have described be corrected. 

The Cratrman. Mr. Stover, we thank you very much for your well 
prepared and presented statement, and I assure you that it will be 
considered very carefully by the members of this committee in the 
drafting of legislation. 
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We go along with your position as expressed in your last paragraph 
that a freedom of abundance and overproduction certainly is not going 
to be an answer to this problem we are now facing. 

Unfortunately, that is the only solution that has been presented, to 
take off controls and let the wheat farmer plant as freely as he wants 
to plant and have the price supported at a lower price level. 

The exhibits attached to your statement will be made a part of the 
record at this point. 

(The exhibits and tabulation of Mr, Gerald C. Stover follow :) 


Thomas County base acreage and histories 


History, adjustments, and county base for 


Year and wheat acres plus adjustment 
1957 1958 1959 (used 1960 (used 
1958 acreages)|1958 acreages) 












Transferred farms factor None 1. 021¢ ; a aotsol biakaredcaeneniiaae 
1946 (AMS) wheat acres plus war crop credit 293, 000 dii i, sudueeieeae 
1947 wheat acres plus war crop credit 356, 500 364, 307 |-------------~ 
1948 wheat acres on . 275, 000 281, 022 y 5S ee 
1949 wheat acres 337, 000 344, 380 344, 380 344, 380 
1950 wheat acres plus diversion credit 282, 000 288, 176 288, 176 | 288, 176 
1951 wheat acres plus diversion credit 293, 313 299, 737 | 299, 737 299, 737 
1952 wheat acres 325, 211 335, 480 335, 480 335, 480 
1953 wheat acres (after adjustment for abnormal 
weather) 292, 690 100 299, 100 299, 100 
1954 wheat acres plus diversion credit 267, 210 990 273, 990 273, 990 
1955 wheat acres plus diversion credit 274, 290 , 863 275, 863 275, 863 
1956 wheat acres plus diversion credit 276, 335 276, 335 | 276, 335 
1957 wheat acres plus diversion credit 281. 649 281, 649 
1958 wheat acres plus diversion credit : 243, 859 
10-year adjusted average 299, 621 303, 839 295, 573 291, 857 
5-year average 290, 542 292, 154 281, 387 270, 339 
3-year average 278, 063 intoes 
Midpoint of 5- and 3-year average 284, 302 haba 
Preliminary base 289, 988 267, 996 | 2RR, 480 280, 272 
State committee adjustments of preliminary 
base percent 101.0 99. 5 101.8 102.2 
Final base 292, S88 206, 506 203, 704 | 286, 422 
Cropland acres 555, 893 565, 057 561, 929 | 559, 314 
Pre-1954 average 2 306, 839 ? 316, 028 4 307, 982 § 313, 375 
1954 and subsequent years average 6270, 750 275, 396 8 276, 959 5270, 339 
Average of years before 1954 is the following 
| 109. 41 


percentages of county bass percent 104. 76 106. 58 104. 86 


= 

' Preliminary base for 1960 adjusted down by Grain Division, Office of Commodity Stabilization, 
0.99706124. 

28 years. 

37 years. 

‘6 years. 

55 years, 

62 years. 

73 years. 

54 years. 


Note.—Public Law 85-203 amended by Public Law 85-366; caused the 1960 Tbomas County base acreage 
to be reduced as follows: The sum of the base acreages of individual farms equals 279,895; county base 
equals 243,859; difference equals 36,0636; caused reduced 10-year average 3,604; caused reduced 5-year average 
7,207; caused reduced preliminary base, 5,405 times State factor, 0.6669) equals 3,604 loss. 


d3480— 60 16 
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Exuisit No. 1 


Thomas County 


Wheat allotment years 
County wheat history 


1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 

















1943 ~ | 
1944 267, 360 | 
1945 i 274, 350 292, 000 
1946 275, 10) 275, 100 3, 000 
1947 338, 444 338, 444 500 364, 307 
1948 257, 143 257, 143 , 000 281,022 | 281,022 
1949 319. 477 7, 000 344, 380 344, 38 344, 380 
195) 262, 124 263. 671 282, 000 252, OOO 288, 17 288, 176 288, 176 
1951 982. 960) IR? 2G 300, 000 293, 313 299, 737 299, 737 299, 737 
1952 339, 218 312, 47 330, 50K 325, 211 335, 48 333, 480 335, 480 
1953 255, 815 27 (242, 090); (299, 100)) C299, 100)) (299, 100) 
1954 270, § 267, 210 273, 9H 273, 29 273, 990 
1955 274, 200 275, 863 275, 86% 275, 863 
1953 276,335 | 276,335 | 276,335 
1957 281, 649 251, 649 
1958 " 243, 859 
(a) 10-year average 291, 380 284, (04 301, O70 299, 621 3 3,838 295, £7 291, 857 
(») Short-term average 1 301, 636 | | 285,438 | ! 281, 892 | 2 284, 302 | 3 292, 154 281, 387 | 3 270. 339 
(c) Preliminary bast 295, 603 284, 604 287, 530 284, USS 247, 906 JER, 48 280, 272 
(d) State committee adjust 
ment 289, 442 293, 271 292, SES 296, 50 293, 704 286, 422 
(e) County allotment 221, 129 190, O1F 143, 264 195, 635 196, 486 94, 1G8 191, 018 } 
Cropland acres 5 23, 816 48, 256) 500, 73t 559, 833 505, O87 dT, 92% 559, 314 
1 Average of 5-year and 2-vear period 
Average of 5-year and 3-year period 
A verage of 5-year period 
4 Allotment increased 1,247 acres from State reserve to total of 191,263 because Garvey Farms were missed 
in both Wallace and Thomas Cor ntic 
§ The cropland acres shown herein were s»pplied by the Thomas County A.S. & C. office to Gerald C, 
Stover and were not a part of the data furnished by the State A.S. & C. office 
EXHIBIT No. 2 
APRIL 19, 1956. } 


Hon. Ezra Tarr BENSON, 
Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SECRETARY BENSON: I am a farmer in Thomas County, Kans. I am 
also a regularly practicing attorney in Thomas County, Kans. I have had 
some experience with appeals of wheat acreage allotments established by 
the A.S. & C. Committee for Thomas County, Kans., and have had some 
hearing before the review committee having jurisdiction in Thomas County, 
Kans., which is area of venue XXII, consisting of the counties of Cheyenne, 
Rawlins, Thomas, Sherman, and Wallace. 

The review regulations being form MQ-—51 explicitly provides at naragraph 
711.14: 

“No review committee shall include any member of the county or community 
committee through which was determined any matter relating to any quota for 
the review of which the review committee is established.” 

The above-quoted portion of the above-numbered paragraph of said review 
regulations has not in my opinion been directly violated for this county. It 
has, however, been violated in spirit and practice in the following respect. 
All of the above-described counties in venue XXII contain about the same 
kind of farms, and all of such counties followed substantially the same prac- 
tice when wheat acreage allotments were set up in 19538 for the crop year 
of 1954, and all of the members of the review committee who are currently 
serving for venue XXII, when it sits to hear reviews for Thomas County, 
Kans., were members of their respective county committees in 1953, when 
the acreage allotments were determined for 1954. The committee members 
are Burl Montgomery of Rawlings County, Kans., E. L. DeMint, of Wallace 
County, Kans., and Tobias Walter, of Cheyenne County, Kans. 
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The base acreages established for 1954 have generally been used for the same 
farms for the years 1955 and 1956; so, that if an acreage were erroneously 
established in the first of this last 3-year. series of acreage controls, it has 
been continued erroneously for 1955 and 1956, and the farmers have no chance 
of getting an unbiased review before the review committee, where its mem- 
bers committed the same error in fixing the allotments in their respective 
counties. 

The procedure to reverse the review committees in court is too long and 
expensive to provide an adequate remedy for the farmers. They desperately 
need a review committee which is fair and unbiased. I request for myself 
and my clients, Ernest Ziegelmeier of Colby, Kans., Frank Vacin of Colby, Kans., 
and J. E. Ziegelmeier of Gem, Kans., a change in the review committee which 
sits for this county. It should be composed of intelligent, eligible farmers who 
have not served on any county committee since the current series of controls 
were made effective and set into operation. That would exclude all persons who 
have served on any committee during or since the calendar year of 1953. 

In Thomas County, Kans., base acreages were arbitrarily determined to be 
50 percent of cropland acres, regardless of the amount of wheat regularly planted 
on the farm. No distinction was drawn between the farms which have a sub- 
stantial livestock program and those farms which are exclusively wheat farms. 
In other words, a dairy farmer, who might have regularly planted very little 
wheat, received a base acreage equal to one-half of cropland acres and the same 
pro rata allotment as other farmers. Most farmers in this area summer fallow 
a part of their land every year, and plant it to wheat only once in 2 years, but 
some farmers, to protect and conserve the soil, prefer to plant continuous crop 
wheat with wheat following wheat on the same land year after year without 
intervening summer fallow. The review committee, referred to above, has made 
the finding in review cases where I participated: that the farmer was a con- 
tinuous crop farmer, which was not the practice in his community and, therefore, 
his appeal was denied. I have such a case pending for my client, Ernest 
Ziegelmeier. 

It will not serve any useful purpose for you to send this letter for attention 
to the State office for Kansas, located at Manhattan, Kans., because I have 
taken this matter up with them and they have refused to recommend any action 
to you. Also, the plan of establishing base acreages equal to one-half of crop- 
land acres was an idea sold by the State office for Kansas to the respective county 
committees for the western Kansas counties, and no western Kansas farmer 
can expect relief as to his base acreage. working through the State office or the 
review committee. 

Losses have resulted in wheat acreage to western Kansas counties, because of 
the method used, as described above in arbitrarily establishing base acreages. 
For example, in 1954 the cropland acres for Thomas County were 523,816: the 
base acreage established was 261,905; and the historical average was 284,027. <A 
similar difference in base acreage and historical average exists for the crop year 
1955. Now, since the crop year 1954 was approximately a 35-percent factor for 
1956, in determining the Kansas allocation of acres to Thomas County, Kans., 
you can see that a substantial loss of wheat acreage to the county resulted from 
the arbitrary action of our county committee in seting up the base acreagea for 
the crop year of 1954 at one-half of cropland acres. 

You really should send an auditor from your Washington office, or a field man 
from some regional office, so that he can determine from the records how the 
western Kansas county committees have made practically no effort to follow the 
wheat acreage allotment regulations. 

Yours very truly, 
GERALD C. STOVER. 


EXHIBIT No. 3 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 


COMMODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C., May 3, 1956. 


Mr. GreraLp C. STover, 
Colby, Kans. 


Dear Mr. Stover: This is reply to your letter of April 19, in which you recom- 
mend that the review committee having jurisdiction in Thomas County, Kans., 
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with respect to wheat allotments, be removed because of what you believe to be 
violation in spirit and practice by such committee of the review regulations. 

We have been informed that you have appealed your individual farm allot- 
ment to the review committee and have also taken your case to court. The 
court has held that the review committee had properly acted in denying a request 
for an increase in your farm allotment since it determined such allotment had 
been established in accordance with the regulations. The present members of 
the review committee have been appointed in accordance with the regulations 
governing such appointment, and we do not feel there is any evidence justifying 
their removal. 

Since we do not have the farm data on the clients which you represent we are 
unable to determine whether such cases would be subject to reopening. We 
assume, of course, that you have presented these cases to the review committee 
and this committee has denied your clients’ appeals. 

If there is any additional information you desire, please feel free to call upon 
us at any time. 

Very truly yours, 
CLARENCE D. Patmsy, Associate Director. 





Exursit No. 4 
May &, 1956. 
Hon. Ezra Tarr BENSON, 
Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeEAR SECRETARY BENSON: In my letter to you, dated April 19, 1956, I have 
received no reply to the portion of that letter which describes in a general way 
the method used in establishing base acreages for farmers in Thomas County, 
Kans. 

The irregularity in method of establishing base acreage is actually costing the 
farmers in Thomas County, Kans., 5,000 acres of allotment for the 1956 crop, 
and for 1957 and 1958, will probably cost a greater acreage to the farmers in 
this county. I am much more interested in getting this thing corrected, than 
I am in getting a few individual farm adjustments made. 

I make this appeal to you because I believe you are honestly attempting a fair 
administration of the Agricultural Adjustment Act. 

To give this fair administration, when you have a situation where the regula- 
tions have been utterly disregarded, I believe you have no choice but to conduct 
an independent investigation. The area affected, to my knowledge, is practically 
all the counties of western Kansas, and it may extend to the plains regions of 
surrounding States. 

If you feel that your job is done by replying to my letter and pointing out 
something to whitewash the local committees or the State officials, you might 
just as well disregard the letter altogether ; because I know, in that case, nothing 
will happen. If, on the other hand, you send an auditor to investigate Thomas 
County, Kans., I am sure he will find that the regulations have not been fol- 
lowed. He will find that historical years on individual farms have been elimi- 
nated on a wholesale basis for reasons given in the regulations, but without any 
evidence whatsoever in the files justifying such elimination. I would make 
no Objection except that this acreage is being permanently lost to the great 
wheat-producing area where wheat is practically the only crop we can success- 
fully grow, and is vital to our economic life. I believe we are entitled to an 
investigation of the charge I made in my letter of April 19, 1956, and have 
renewed in this letter. 

You may wonder why I am so persistent about this matter; when you know 
you are right you do not give up easily. 

Yours very truly, 


GERALD C. STOVER. 
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Exursir No. 5 
May 29, 1956. 
Hon. Ezra TAFT BENSON, 
Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SECRETARY BENSON: I wrote you one letter under date of May 7, 1956, 
and one letter under date of May 8, 1956. I have received no reply from you to 
either of these letters. 

In the letter of May 8, 1956, I requested that you send someone from the Wash- 
ington office to audit the Thomas County office as to the method used in estab- 
lishing base acreages for Thomas County, Kans. Mr. Harold Houske, an attor- 
ney with the U.S. Department of Agriculture from the regional office in Kansas 
City, Mo., will be in Colby on June 6, 1956, for the purpose of assisting the county 
committee in the matter of hearing some 1956 wheat acreage allotment reviews. 
Mr. Houske works under G. H. Penstone, attorney in charge. Mr. Houske has 
a good understanding of the wheat acreage allotment regulations and would be 
thoroughly competent to audit the Thomas County A.S. & C. office with relation 
to the establishment of base acreages for individual farms in this county if he 
were relieved from any duty to the Kansas State committee to the Thomas 
County committee or to the attorneys who have represented those committees in 
various cases. In other words, if you were to write him direct instructing him 
to fairly audit the Thomas County office and report to you whether the regula- 
tions were followed, I would be willing to accept his judgment on this. I would, 
however, feel that before doing this Mr. Houske should be advised to let the chips 
fall where they may, and that it was not his particular job to sustain the posi- 
tion of the Thomas County committee, of the review committee which sits in 
Thomas County, or of the State officers for the State A.S. & C. committee. It 
just occurred to me that this might be an economic way for you to field check 
the Thomas County offices. The total sum of the individual farm base acreages 
for each of the years 1954, 1955, 1956, and 1957, is substantially below the his- 
torical average for the respective years. The county historical average acreage 
is the sum of the averages for the individual farms for the respective years. 
The average historical acreage and the average base acreage for the years 1955 
through 1957 are as follows: 


Thomas Thomas 
| Ccunty County 
Year ] historical | base acreage 


average 


| 
Acres Acres 


NR eunnnns iat , ; . 284, 027 261, 905 
OE Sic ccadcawas , ws 296, 238 273, 765 
1956... ice ne ; : 287, 549% 275, 083 
1957... ee 287, 184 | 276, 851 


My complaint about the difference in the historical average for the county and 
the base acreage for the county is that since the base is below the average and 
since the base is the basis used for determining future allotments to the county, 
the farmers in the county collectively lose acres of allotment because of the 
above-described difference in history and base acreage. 

Now the sole reason why the county historical average is greater than the 
county base is because the 1954 and 1955 wheat acreage allotments regulations 
were not followed in establishing the base acreages for the individual farms. 
The committee established the individual farm base acreages at 50 percent of 
cropland acres and did not use the individual histories for the individual farm 
if these acreages varied more than 1 or 2 percent from 50 percent of cropland 
acres. In elimination of historical years for individual farms the committee 
used grounds stated in the regulations without any supporting evidence whatso- 
ever to justify the findings of the existence of that particular ground. An inde- 
pendent investigation would prove that I am right about these matters, and if 
made by Harold Houske, will confirm what I have told you in my various let- 
ters ; provided, of course, that Harold Houske is free of all obligations to white- 
wash any particular person or persons, and is instructed to make his audit 
without regard to where the chips fall. 

Very truly yours, 


GERALD C. STOVER. 
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Exuisitr No. 6 





U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
CoMMODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE, GRAIN DIVISION, 
Washington, D.C., June 8, 1956, 
Mr. GERALD C. STOVER, 
230 South Grant, Colby, Kans. 

Dear Mr. Srover: This is in reply to your letter of May 29, requesting that 
Mr. Harold Houske be authorized to audit the Thomas County ASC office with 
respect to the establishment of base acreages for individual farms in Thomas 
County. 

The manner of establishing allotments in Thomas County has been thoroughly 
discussed by representatives of this office with the State committee, and the 
State committee in turn has reviewed the situation in Thomas County. 

It is also our understanding that this problem of setting farm bases has been 
discussed many times with you and that little could be gained in any further 
review of this situation. 

We have been assured by the State committee and representatives from this 
office that the base acreages as established by the Thomas County committee 
are being set in accordance with the regulations. Therefore, no further action 
will be taken by this office. 

Very truly yours, 
CLARENCE D, PALMBY, Acting Director. 


Exuisit No. 7 
JUNE 22, 1956. 
Hon. Ezra Tart BENSON, 
Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 
(Attention: Clarence D. Palmby, Acting Director, Grain Division, Commodity 
Stabilization Service). 

DEAR Mr. PALMBY: I have received your letter of June 18, 1956. 

I made it clear in my letters addressed to Secretary Benson, dated May 7, 
1956, May 8, 1956, and May 2, 1956, that it would serve no useful purpose 
to ask the administrative officers working for the State ASC committee, whether 
regulations had been followed in establishing wheat acreage allotments for 
Thomas County, Kans. 

It is my understanding from your letter of June 18, 1956, that as long as 
the representatives of the State Committee say that the regulations were fol- 
lowed, you are not interested in making any further investigation in whether 
they were or not. 

The farmers in Thomas County, Kans., will lose 15,000 wheat acreage allot- 
ment annually, because the county committee gave no consideration to the past 
acreages of wheat when allotments were established in 1954 and 1955. 

If the United States Department of Agriculture is not interested in a fair 
administration which will give these furmers their rightful and needed acreage, 
I can expect no assistance from your office. You may be sure that I will not 
stop at this point, because I have been honest in my presentation of facts to 
your office. If need be I will organize the farmers to such an extent that we 
cannot be ignored. 

Yours very truly, 
GERALD C, STOVER. 


Exnisit No. 8 
SEPTEMBER 3, 1959. 
Hon. Ezra Tarr BENSON, 
Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SECRETARY BENSON: According to recent accounts, the farm operators 
around Atwood, in Rawlins County, Kans., are becoming well organized under 
the leadership of Claude Bell, and are protesting the methods of establishing 
base acreages in that county when allotments were first established under the 
current controls for the 1954 wheat crop year. I recommend that your office 
audit the method used by the county committee of that county when the allot- 
ments were first established in 1953 for the 1954 crop year. 
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If your office should decide it advisable to review by audit, or other method, 
the wheat listing sheets and other data showing the use, or lack of use, of 
wheat histories in determining base acreages for individual farms, it would be 
well to include in that audit some of the other counties in western Kansas, 
particularly, Thomas County, Kans. I enclose herewith copies of letters I 
wrote to you on April 19, 1956, on May 8, 1956, and on May 29, 1956, relating 
to this same problem. The above-described letters were answered by Clarence 
D. Calmby; in one case, as Associate Director of the Grain Division: and, in 
another case, as Acting Director of the Grain Division of the Commodity 
Stabil zation Service of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

I enclose herewith a map of the State of Kansas which I prepared .from 
acreages transcribed by myself from the State A.S. & C. Office records at Man- 
hattan, Kans. The enclosed map reflects percentagewise the potential los® of 
wheat acreage by western Kansas counties. I am pleased the farmers in this 
area are organizing, unless adjustments can be made which will correct not 
following the wheat acreage allotments regulations during the early years of 
the controls, more counties will be organized. I trust your office will now send a 
representative to this area who will audit the records determining individual 
farni wheat bases for the early years of the current series of controls. 

Yours very truly, 
GERALD C, STOVER. 


EXHIBIT No, 9 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
GRAIN DIVISION COMMODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C., October 1, 1959. 
Mr. GERALD C, STOVER, 
Thiel Building, 
Colby, Kans. 

Dear Mr. Stover: This is in reply to your letter of September 3, 1959, concern- 
ing the wheat acreage allotments established in several of the northwest coun- 
ties of Kansas. 

We appreciate the comments received in your letter and also the opportunity 
that representatives of the Department had to visit with you when they were at 
Colby for the purpose of assisting in review hearings. 

Our representatives informed you when they were at Colby that the listing 
sheets for the 1954 allotment program were in the office of the Grain Division at 
Washington. 

Upon return of the Division representatives, a review was made of these listing 
sheets for 1954 and they have been found to reflect compliance with the act and 
regulations which were in effect for such year 

Very truly yours, = 
Louris N. ROBERTs, 
Acting Director. 


Exutrsir No. 10 
Cosy, KAns., April 8, 1957. 
Re base acreages for farms in Thomas County, Kans., for 1958. 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND CONSERVATION COM MITTEE, 
Vanhattan, Kans. 
(Attention: State Committee). 


GENTLEMEN: The Thomas County Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation 
Committee hereby requests the Kansas Agricultural Stabilization and Conserva- 
tion Committee for the following authority in determining base acreage for the 
individual farms for 1958, to wit: 

1. The right to use county ratio determinations for “Acreage Indicated by 
Cropland” ; and 

2. The right to fix the individual farm bases above the “Acreage Indicated by 
Cropland,” but not higher than 0.542 of cropland. 

The above request is made to permit the fixing of the individual farm base 
acreages in line with actual individual farm histories during the crop years of 
1952 and 1953, which were unaffected by controls. The cropland acreage, the 
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county historical average acreage, and the ratio of county historical average 
acreage to cropland acreage, and the sum of the farm bases for Thomas County 
for each of the years 1954, 1955, 1956, and 1957 are as follows: 


Cropland Historical tatiohistory|; Thomas | Ratio of 
acreage | average to cropland County | bases to 
acreage bases cropland 


—— ~ -- --—_— -~ + —---+--) eS 


523, 0.542 | 261, 905 0. 50 

548, 296 . 540 273, 765 . 499+ 

553, 15: : : . 520— 276, 176 | - 499+ 

568, . 511+ 283, 359 | - 498+ 
| 


above acreages are taken from the County Summary Wheat Listing 
Sheets and will correspond very closely to the records in your office. 

Since the sum of the individual farm bases is less than the historical average 
acreage for the county, our county does not receive sufficient diversion credit 
in the making of allotments to the counties. And the farther we proceed with 
controls, the greater the loss through the diversion credit factor to Thomas 
County. This is true because each controlled year draws down the average 
in history for the county, because adjustments for complying farmers are made 
up to the individual farm bases. 

If the above requested permission is granted by the State committee, it will 
make no difference in the allotment of wheat acreage to Thomas County for 
1958 or for 1959, because there has been a 2-year lag in the acreages used to 
make allotments to the counties, and we assume that such lag will continue on 
account of the necessity of having the acreages ready and available when allot- 
ments are made to the counties. For crop years beginning after 1959, how- 
ever, such permission would result in Thomas County reacquiring wheat acreage 
in accordance with its original history during uncontrolled years. 

The Thomas County Committee believes it should be entitled to make adjust- 
ments in line with the foregoing requests for the reason that when the in- 
dividual farm bases were established in 1953 for the crop year 1954, one-half 
of cropland acres were used for the individual farm bases rather than the in- 
dividual farm histories in this county. It was the thinking of the Thomas 
County Committee at that time that it would be more equitable than the use of 
the individual farm histories, in that it would result in each farm having 
substantially the same percentage of its land for its wheat allotment. As 
evidence of this, the State committee can examine the Wheat Listing Sheets for 
Thomas County for 1954 and see that the histories were universally eliminated 
where they were over one-half of cropland acres and where they were under 
one-half of cropland acres. This was done by the committee without any in- 
vestigation as to whether the reasons justifying the elimination of histories 
existed or not. 

The difference in the historical average 284,027 acres and the sum of the 
farm bases for 1954 is 22,122 acres and the Thomas County Committee believes 
that when allotments have been in effect long enough, that the county his- 
tories used in the allocation of acreage to the counties are all controlled years 
that the 22,122 acres will be the diversion credit loss this county will suffer if 
the above permission is not granted. 

The State committee may feel that 1952 represented an abnormally large 
Wheat acreage for Thomas County, and that therefore this county has not been 
hurt as the result of establishing base acreages in 1954, but an examination 
of the adjustments and acreages will indicate that 19538 was an abnormally 
low vear so that one of these years about equalized the other, and the average 
of the two fairly represents the normal wheat acreage for Thomas County. 

The 1954 year is the really important year because in 1955, 1956, and 1957 
the individual farm base acreages have been largely carried forward from one 
year to another. 

Only one township in the county, Wendall, has an indicated acreage ratio 
materially below 0.50, its indicated acreage ratio for 1954 was 0.458 and has 
varied 0.001 or so each year since then. This particular township is low because 
one large farm had a history which was about 1,300 acres below what it would 
have been had it had 0.458 of its cropland acres. Therefore, the first request 
made in this letter would give relief to some farmers who need relief in Wendall 
Township. 
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Under the instructions in the Handbook for 1958, the Thomas County Com- 
mittee believes the State committee has authority to grant it the authority 
requested in this letter. ae 

Yours very truly, 





EXHIBIT 11 
OFFICE MEMORANDUM, U.S. GOVERNMENT 


MANHATTAN, KAns., May 1, 1957 
To: Thomas County ASC Office. 
From: Wendell Becraft, State administrative officer (W. B.) 
Subject: Establishment of farm base acreages under the 1958 wheat allotment 
program. 

Reference is made to your letter of April 8, 1957, on the above subject request- 
ing authority from the State committee: 

(1) To use a county ratio instead of community ratio in determining the 
acreage indicated by cropland for individual farms under the 1958 program ; 

(2) Blanket authority from the State committee to fix individual farm 
bases for 1958 above the “acreage indicated by cropland” but not higher 
than 0.542 of the cropland acreage. 

The State committee has given consideration to your request and to the infor- 
mation furnished in your letter and have approved your request for authority 
to use a Countywide ratio instead of community ratios in computing “indicated 
by cropland” acreages for individual farms to be entered in column 15 on the 
1958 wheat listing sheets. 

Your request for the blanket authority to fix individual farm bases above the 
“acreage indicated by cropland” but not higher than 0.542 of the cropland can- 
not be approved by the State committee. Any request for authority to make 
upward adjustments that would result in 1958 farm base acreages above the 
acreage indicated by cropland in column 15 on the 1958 wheat listing sheet must 
have prior approval of the State committee. This is in accordance with the 
provisions of subparagraph 25, D, 1 in part III, 1 Wheat (58), “1958 Wheat 
Allotment Handbook.” In making any such requests the data for the individual 
farms for which such adjustments are desired should be listed on a separate 
1958 wheat listing sheet and the proposed adjustments shown. A cover letter 
should also be submitted explaining the basis for the proposed adjustments. 

The State committee recognizes the problem as presented in your letter. The 
same situation in varying degrees exists in several other counties, some of which 
are nearby or adjacent to Thomas County. We have already brought this 
problem to the attention of representatives of the Grain Division, Commodity 
Stabilization Service, USDA, Washington, and we will make further studies 
and recommendations concerning adjustments that may need to be made in the 
basic wheat data for your county and other counties in connectién with the ap- 
portionment of State wheat allotments in future years. A significant change 
has been made this year in the trend formula for apportioning the State wheat 
acreage allotments to the counties in the State. This change involves the use of a 
10 yvear-> vear average instead of a 5 year-3 year average in making adjust- 
ments for trend in establishing 1958 county wheat base acreages for the purposes 
of opportioning the State allotment to the counties. 

If you desire further information concerning the determinations of the State 
committee, we shall be glad to furnish it to you upon request. 


Mr. Poace (presiding). Mr. Stover, will you remain for a moment? 

Does anyone care toask Mr. Stover questions 4 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Poacr. If there are no questions, everybody must have agreed 
with you, Mr. Stover, that conditions are pretty “bad. Since no one 
else has a question, we are very much obliged to you for remaining. 

Mr. Srover. Thank you very much. 


Mr. Poacr. We have appreciated your statement. 
Mr. Pearle F. Finigan. 
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STATEMENT OF PEARLE F. FINIGAN, DIRECTOR OF AGRICULTURE, 
FOR THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Fintean. Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, my 
name is Pearle F. Finigan, director of agriculture for the State of 
Nebraska. 

I am appearing for Governor Brooks of Nebraska, who is unable 
to attend this hearing because of illness. I have filed the statement 
of Governor Brooks with this committee and would like to say I 
certainly appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this honor- 
able committee. I would lke to make a few comments on the Gov- 
ernor’s statement. 

He feels that it is urgent that ste ps be taken to shop the decline of 
agricultural income in Nebraska. The effects of this serious plight 
of Nebraska farmers is being felt in practically all communities in 
the State. He particularly favors the Wheat M: arketing Act of 1960, 
because it is a program developed by wheat farmers and is supported 
by most of the major farm organizations. Agriculture is in oe 
and this effort by the farm organization to work together to find : 
solution to the wheat problem is an important step forward. The 
Governor believes 100 perce nt parity should really be considered a 
minimum price for agriculture. This is needed to keep agricultural 
income at a desirable level. 

The Governor feels the Wheat Marketing Act of 1960 will stop 
further buildup of CCC wheat stocks and provides for an effective 
and orderly reduction of stocks. It will stop diverted wheat areas 
from going into feed grain production. It will result in substantial 
SAVINGS to the taxpaver and will stabilize producers income and will 
eventually raise their income. 

Governor Brooks eine that farmers should not again be put through 
the economic wringer as In the 19 30°s to prove what we already know, 
and that is. CoO tin ned eben uction and clec lining prices wit] in 
creased operating costs will bankrupt a large portion of Malesia 
farmers. 


STATEMENT OF Gov. RALPH G. Brooks OF NEBRASKA BEFORE THE House AGri 
CULTURAL COMMITTEE IN SuUPpoRT OF THE WHEAT MARKETING Ac? OF 1960 
AND PRESENTED BY PEARLE F.. FINIGAN, DIRECTOR OF AGRICULTURE, STATE OF 
NEBRASKA 


As Governor of Nebraska, I appear in support of the Wheat Marketing Act 
of 1960 

On November 25, 1959, I announced a five-point program for the wheatgrowers 
of Nebraska and the Nation that is in complete agreement with the Wheat Mar 
keting Act of 1960. 

The people of the State of Nebraska appreciate the opportunity this committee 
has extended to me to appear before you to present my views on a program of 
great interest to the Nebraska wheat farmer. 

The Wheat Marketing Act of 1960 is a program to stabilize wheat marketing 
thereby stabilizing the income of wheat producers and offering a needed and 
effective means of reducing Government stocks. This is a program developed 
and approved by wheatgrowers throughout the Midwest. 

This marketing act of 1960 for wheat, as developed by the National Grange, 
National Farmers Union, and the National Association of Wheat Growers, and 
other interested farm organizations, is an honest, sincere effort and a positive 
approach in solving the wheat problem. Every phase of the marketing program 
is spelled out in dollars and cents and it is free of suppositions and fake theories 
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It is an honest program drawn up by people in the wheat business who have 
had many years of experience in agriculture and legislation. Since the enemies 
of constructive farm legislation have been gaining ground by the fact that they 
have been able to discredit farmers through confusion and half-truths and other 
devious methods, they are making an all-out attempt to discredit this program 
and the legislation which would put it into effect. The first cry that will be 
raised will be that it will increase the cost of a loaf of bread. This is true. There 
is presently 2.6 cents of wheat in a loaf of bread. Under this program, the cost 
will be raised to 3.4 cents. This will probably cause the bread price to increase by 
1 cent per loaf. This will cost an average family about 1 cent a day. The enact- 
ment of this bill, however, will save the average taxpayer over $8 per person 
per year by reducing the cost of a national wheat program. 

Remember that agriculture spends $40 billion per year. It spends 25 billion 
for production and 15 billion for living. If we follow the administration’s pro- 
gram, this 40 billion will be cut in half in a very short time. This will force 
farmers to quit buying. Industry and labor will be hit very hard. 

Under the Wheat Marketing Act of 1960, the subsidy is increased, but this is 
more than offset through other savings. Export accounts for about 40 percent 
of the disappearance of wheat in the United States. Exports must be kept 
high in order to stop communism in foreign countries. Food is the one thing 
that the Americans have that the Russians do not. Food for peace must be in- 
creased in order to stop communism and also to keep our own agricultural 
plant in operation. 

The law of supply and demand must be recognized. There is only one way 
to make it work. Make demand as large as possible and then fit the supply 
to it. Our program takes these things into consideration. Here is a compari- 
son of the Department of Agriculture’s wheat plan compared to the Wheat 
Marketing Act of 1960. Under the department plan, the Government agrees 
to buy all the wheat produced at a given price. This is what keeps us in 
trouble. 

If production is turned loose, wheat planting will go up to 75 million acres. 

Seventy-five million acres at 23 bushels per acre produces 1.725 million 
bushels of wheat. 

One thousand two hundred million bushels is estimated under persent 
program. 

If wheat production is turned loose, at least 525 million bushels will be 
added to the existing surpluses the first year. At $1.30 a bushel ( Benson’s 
suggested price), taking into consideration 17 cents a bushel for storage on this 
extra 525 million bushels that will go into Government storage and using a 
114 percent figure for interest on the money used to buy and store this extra 
wheat, you will find that this totals over $800 million. 

If SOO million bushels are set aside for a strategic reserve, we would still 
have to dispose of 500 million bushels of the present supply. If we take the 
present price of $1.70 and discount the Agriculture Departmént’s suggested 
price of $1.50 we would have an inventory loss of 40 cents per bushel on 500 
inillion bushels. Add this $200 million to the above figure and we find that 1 
year of the administration’s suggested program would cost the taxpayers close 
io an additional billion dollars, 

The Wheat Marketing Act of 1960 will stabilize wheat producers’ income at 
the present level and at the same time will reduce the cost of the wheat program 
to the taxpayer 

Again, thank you for the opportunity of presenting this statement to your 
committee 


AMERICAN SOYBEAN ASSOCTATION, 
Hudson, lowa, March 22, 1960. 
Ilon. CHARLES B. HogEvEeN, 
Committee on Agriculture, 
US. House of Re presentatives, 


Washington, D.C. 


Drar CONGRESSMAN Hokrven: It has been brought to our attention that the 
name of the American Soybean Association has been used in an endorsement 
of a wheat marketing program which has been proposed to the Congress of 
the United States. 
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It is not the policy of this association to endorse proposals or programs made 
by other commodity groups, unless they directly pertain to or affect the soybean 
crop. We disclaim all knowledge of the wheat proposal with which we have 
been allegedly connected, and we have asked the organization which printed 
the proposal containing our name to remove it and discontinue such usage. 

Neither the American Soybean Association at its annual convention, nor the 
board of directors of the association, have ever considered endorsing any pro- 
gram pertaining to wheat. The association name was used in this endorse- 
ment without our knowledge or permission, and it was only this past weekend 
that it was called to our attention by some of our friends in Congress. 

We have no official position on the merits of this wheat proposal and do 
not pretend to make recommendations pertaining to it. We will appreciate 
your disassociating us with it, and removing our name from any materials 
used in connection with it. 

Very truly yours, 
AMERICAN SOYREAN ASSOCIATION, 
Gro. M. STRAYER, 
Baxrecutive Vice President and Secretary-Treasurer, 





NATIONAL SOFT WHEAT MILLERS ASSOCIATION, 
Chicago, Ill. 

The increased prospects of legislation substantially altering the wheat control 
program prompts us again to emphasize certain facts relating to the supply 
of and demand for soft wheat in the eastern half of the United States. 

In presenting this information we speak directly for the National Soft Wheat 
Millers Association, whose members account for approximately 75 percent of 
the commercial soft wheat flour production in the eastern half of the country. 
In addition, we speak indirectly for the merchandisers of soft wheat, the con- 
sumers of soft wheat flour, and for the very large number of farmers scattered 
through the soft wheat area who for generations have produced soft wheat on 
small acreages for a cash crop and as an important part of their crop rotation 
schedule. 

Our position is briefly outlined in the following summary, which also appears 
under item No. 16 in the attached statement. We respectfully ask that you give 
this material your careful consideration in evaluating any proposed changes in 
wheat control legislation. 

(1) Soft wheat is a particular kind of wheat needed for particular purposes 
in which there is no satisfactory substitute for it 

2) There is no surplus of soft wheat in the eastern half of the United States. 
Present production is barely adequate for historically proven needs. 

(5) Soft wheat is grown by a great many farmers on small plots, 

(4) The present production of these small farms is absolutely essential to 
maintenance of minimum stocks of soft wheat. Even the present inadequate 
production is achieved only by use of the 15-acre exemption from quotas. 

(5) Any revision in legislation which cuts back small farm acreage is certain 
to be harmful to soft wheat supplies. It easily could be disastrous. 

Very truly yours, 


{ 


JAMES EF. SKIDMORE, 
Chairman, Grain Legislative Committee. 


SOFT WHEAT Facts 


1. Soft wheat is the principal kind of wheat raised east of the Mississippi 
River. There are two types: Soft Red and Soft White. Soft Red wheat is raised 
in this general area and also in appreciable amount in Missouri, Arkansas, and 
Louisiana. It should be noted that both Illinois and Missouri also raise con- 
siderable Hard Winter wheat and that most of Wisconsin’s limited production 
is in spring wheat. In 1959 the 10 principal Soft Red wheat States were Ohio, 
Indiana, Illinois, Pennsylvania, Missouri, North Carolina, Virginia, Michigan. 
Kentucky, and Maryland. Eastern soft white wheat production is concentrated 
in Michigan and New York. (Exhibit I.) 

2. Soft wheat has a well-defined and long-accepted special use in chemically 
leavened (as opposed to yeast-leavened) products. It is also widely used in 
flour for home baking sold in the eastern half of the United States. No. other 
type of wheat makes a satisfactory substitute for it. 
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8. Historically the soft wheat area has a tradition of wheat production run- 
ning back as long as this country has existed. No other area has produced 
wheat for so long a period. 

4. Wheat acreage in the soft wheat area has declined over the years and 
is now very closely in line with actual proven needs. Any further reduction 
would create an actual shortage. 

5. Taking 1910-14 as a normal base period, the record shows a 38-percent 
acreage decline in the soft wheat area by 1959. In the same period of time 
hard wheat acreage increased by 87 percent, spring wheat acreage decreased 
by 18 percent and western wheat acreage increased by 15 percent. (Exhibit II.) 

6. Soft wheat is grown on a great many small farms, as it always has been 
grown. In 1958, 713.427 farms in the soft wheat area raised wheat. This is 
56 percent of all the wheat-producing farms in the whole country. (Exhibit 
III.) 

7. Even more indicative of the characteristic size of soft wheat area farms 
is the fact that in 1958, 579,549 of them produced wheat on allotments of 15 
acres or less. Wheat grown on these small farms accounted for slightly more 
than 63 percent of the total production in the soft wheat area, vastly more than 
small farms accounted for in any other area. Any legislation restricting the 
existing right of small farmers to raise wheat will seriously affect a great many 
farmers in the soft wheat States. (Exhibit 1V.) 

8. Soft wheat is grown to be used, not for sale to the Government. Only 7.5 
percent of the 1959 crop in the soft wheat area had been put under support by 
January 31, 1960. Comparable figures in other areas ranged from 22.2 percent 
to 38.6 percent. The national average was 27.4 percent. (Exhibit V.) 

9. Soft wheat is used. The average carryover in 1948-57 was 28 million 
bushels—about 20 percent of the average annual domestic usage. The carryover 
for July 1, 1960, is estimated at only 9 million bushels—about 24 days’ domestic 
usage. This is far below the limits of safety. No other class of wheat has 
anything like such a proportionately small carryover and for Hard Red winter 
wheat the carryover on July 1, 1960, is estimated at over 4 years’ domestic 
usage. (Exhibit VI, A and B.) 

10. There is no surplus of soft wheat. This is conclusively demonstrated by 
the very small carryover and by the fact that CCC owns virtually no Soft Red 
wheat or Eastern Soft White wheat. (Exhibit VII.) 

11. Even the present dangerously balanced soft wheat production is main- 
tained only by the harvest of small farms, including that from excess acres of 
small noncomplying farms. In 1958 the production on this excess small-farm 
acreage in the soft wheat area was 93,558,000 bushels. About 72 million of this 
was soft wheat (58 million Soft Red and 14 million Soft White). The Soft Red 
wheat crop that year was 195 million bushels. Without these excess acres, pro- 
duction would have been only 137 million, or actually 2 million less than domes- 
tic usage. Nor could this deficit have readily been made up from carryover, for 
1958 was the year when carryover on July 1 amounted to only 6 million bushels. 
(Exhibit VIII.) 

12. It is of the utmost importance that new wheat legislation not foreclose 
the historical right of small farmers in the Soft Wheat area to produce at least 
as much soft wheat as they now raise. The wheat is needed: there is no other 
source for it; and it in no way contributes to the surplus buildup. 

13. Especially disturbing are proposals to reduce all wheat acreage by a fixed 
percentage. If all wheat acreage were reduced by 20 percent, as has been pro- 
posed, the result would be the creation of a real shortage of soft wheat. In 
1959 the Soft Red wheat crop was estimated by USDA at 165 million bushels. A 
20-percent reduction would have meant a crop of 132 million, or 6 million less 
than anticipated domestic consumption, not to mention even minimum export 
requirements. Plainly this is ridiculous. It would be both unfair and unwise 
to penalize the only wheat-producing area which consistently keeps its produc- 
tion in line with demand. 

14. Proposals to pay in kind for reducing wheat acreage would be impossible 
to put into effect for soft-wheat farmers, if what is meant is payment in wheat 
of the kind the the farmer would have grown, because the Government simply 
does not have the soft wheat to make such payments. 

15. What actually is needed for soft wheat is a small but steady increase in 
production until a consistently adequate carryover has been provided. The 
present extremely low carryover is a very real danger—a severely short crop 
or a crop failure could be disastrous for processors and consumers of soft 
wheat. 











240 WHEAT 


16. In summary 

(1) Soft wheat is a particular kind of wheat needed for particular pur- 
poses in which there is no satisfactory substitute for it. 

(2) There is no surplus of soft wheat in the eastern half of the United 
States. Present production is barely adequate for historically proven needs. 

(8) Soft wheat is grown by a great many farmers on small plots. 

(4) The present production of these small farms is absolutely essential 
to maintenance of minimum stocks of soft wheat. Even the present inade- 
quate production is achieved only by use of the 15-acre exemption from 
marketing quotas. 

(5) Any revision in legislation which cuts back small farm acreage is 
certain to be harmful to soft wheat supplies. It easily could be disastrous. 

NATIONAL Sorr WHEAT MILLERS ASSOCIATION, 
JAMES E. SKIDMORE, 
Chairman, Grain Legislative Committee, 


(The exhibits in the above statement have been submitted to the 
committee and may be found in the files of the committee. ) 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES B. KNAPPEN, JR., FOR THE NATIONAL SOFT WHEAT MILLERS 
ASSOCIATION AND THE MICHIGAN MILLERS’ ASSOCIATION 


My name is Charles B. Knappen, Jr. I am the assistant general manager of 
the Knappen Milling Co. of Augusta, Mich. This company manufactures flour 
and cereal bran flakes from eastern production soft white wheat. It also mer- 
chandises this same wheat to other processors and wheat buyers both domestic 
and expert. At this hearing I represent the Grain Legislative Committee of the 
National Soft Wheat Millers Association, and the Michigan Millers Association. 

The production, use, carryover, and contribution to total wheat surplus for 
eastern production soft white wheat is similar to the same facts as exist for 
soft red wheat. The actual figures os to involvement in support programs, 
takeover by CCC and carryover supplies are included in USDA figures for all 
white wheat, and are not, as such, available for eastern production white wheat. 
Facts on this eastern white wheat being what they are, our associations feel 
that this committee should be made aware of the situation, The following is 
an appraisal of this situation and minimum recommendations in this regard: 

(1) Eastern white wheat is grown principally in Michigan with some produc- 
tion in New York and a sinall amount in Ohio. The size and type of farms on 
which it is grown are essentially the same as those which grow soft red wheat. 

(2) Eastern white wheat is used for manufacture of cookies, crackers, cakes, 
and ready-to-eat cereals. It also has wide acceptance in the family or grocery 
store flour trade. 

(3) There is very little eastern white wheat carried over from year to year. 
In June and July of 1958, prior to the harvest of the 1958 crop some processors 
actually ran out of white wheat. Mills were shut down for short periods dur- 
ing this time as, until harvest of the new crop, no wheat was available to them. 
The 1959 crop will be practically gone prior to the harvest of the 1969 crop. 

(4) Eastern white wheat has not contributed to the wheat surplus. As of 
January 1, 1960, the Evanston office of CCC owned only 15,000 bushels of white 
wheat. Presumably this is all the eastern production white wheat in the surplus 
as of that date. Further, of that small percentage of 1959 crop which entered 
the support program, practically all was redeemed prior to takeover on April 1, 
1960. 

For the above reasons, and further based on knowledge and experience as a 
processor, and supplier to other processors of eastern white wheat, I submit 
the following to insure at least minimum requirements of this type of wheat to 
the industries dependent on it: 

(1) The current level of production of eastern white wheat must be protected 
in any legislation which applies to wheat. 

(2) The 15-acre exemption must be maintained without curtailment or elim- 
ination. 


MACKSVILLE, KANsS., February 22, 1960. 


Dear Sir: I have written you before and wish to thank you again for your 
interest and the replies I have received. My reason writing is twofold. 
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First, it is about milk and dairy products. After the scandals last fall all 
agricultural products must be handled very carefully. I think one of the worst 
things is the way cream and grade C milk is allowed to be produced and sold 
with no inspection or regulations. I think a law should be passed to make all 
milk sold for any purpose must be under existing grade A rules and regula- 
tions. 

This could be carried farther into a program on production. Any man who 
wanted to dairy could meet grade A and those who didn’t would sell out. This 
would eliminate all surplus for a while. Then in 2 years a base could be set 
on the amount of milk produced by each dairyman 2 years ago. The secretary 
of agriculture could increase or decrease the base yearly by direct percentage as 
the demand changed. All milk produced over this base (surplus) would go for 
Government purchased school programs and others like it in the past. The 
price of this surplus would be set by taking the feed cost per pound of butterfat 
of the average of all DHIA yearly records of that year. 

This way anyone would be discouraged from increasing production out yet it 
would be possible to do so if necessary for a profitable size unit or to change 
over to dairying slowly. Anyone selling his herd would lose his base immediately. 
This could be spread out to existing dairymen in the county or local area. Also, 
anyone starting to dairy could be allowed, say 50 percent of his production as base 
for 2 vears. 

Also, a uniform code of grade A requirements should be made for use all over 
the country. At present with modern handling methods, milk can be hauled 
across the country safely and it is foolish that grade A milk in one State will 
not be approved in an adjoining State. 

Secondly, on the wheat problem I favor a two-price system on wheat with no 
coutrols on gross production. They say that it would be too hard to administer, 
but I can’t believe that. 

All that would be necessary would be that all processors of Wheat must have a 
license from USDA and they would be taxed the difference of the marketing price 
and 100 percent parity plus a handling charge to USDA to pay cost of handling 
money and vearly auditing of their books and bins. 

Each farmer would have an allotment of bushels and when he sold his wheat, 
he would take his receipts to USDA and would receive a check for difference in 
market price and 100 percent parity on his allotment. Thus, the market would 
seek it’s own level for feed use and reporting of surplus and the citizens of the 
United States would only pay the just price they should anyway. Also there 
would be no Government tax money invested. It would give the farmer great 


security as he could store up his surplus at home for bad years and even not plant 


some years. It would also stop all this useless expense of Government paying 
storage on wheat that sometimes will go out of condition and be dumped into 
the ocean. As to surplus on hand, I guess the best thing would be to give it to 


anyone who would eat it. One thing a full man isn’t interested in fighting but a 
starving man will believe anything or fight anyone. 

These are my personal views, but I believe the majority of farmers will agree 
with me. I hope something I have written will be useful to you. I also wish to 
say you have my support in future elections and I have voted for you in the past. 

As a former Republican I remain, 

Yours very truly, 
JAMES SPARKS. 


Mr. Poacr. The committee will now go into executive session. 
(Whereupon, at 10:40 a.m., the committee proceeded into executive 
session. ) 





